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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Overview

In March of 1977, the development of the Merit Promotion

Appraisal System (MPAS) was begun by and for the Air Force Systems

Command (AFSC) at Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohio. The Commander of the

Aeronautical Systems Division (ASD) is the ranking AFSC Comrnder on

the base and has certain responsibilities for all AFSC activities.

Among these responsibilities is personnel management of civilian and

military employees (15:3).

When civilian vacancies occur, all qualified AFSC civilian

employees at Wright-Patterson AFB are eligible for consideration

through merit promotion. The selecting supervisor is provided a list

of the top three to five eligible candidates for each vacancy. Candi-

dates are ranked by merit appraisals, training, education, and experi-

ence. Since the merit appraisal comprises approximately half of the

total points, the validity and acceptability of the ratings across

AFSC activities is of major concern to both the employees and AFSC

managers (15:4).

Prior to the MPAS, merit appraisals had become inflated and

showed little variance from one employee to another. It had become

impossible to distinmish an exceptionally productive employee from

the fair or low-producing employee. The NPAS had the objective of
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obtaining a more valid measure of employees' abilities and providing

feedback (15:4).

Under MPAS, employees are rated through use of Behaviorly

Based Rating Scales (BBRS). For technical and professional employees,

MPAS measures eleven factors as perceived by the immediate supervisor

and reviewed by the next higher level supervisor. Professional

employees are those employees that not only have the knowledge to do

technical jobs but also are in positions which require some management

expertise. These employees usually are in a double interval promotion

system. For example, they may start as a GS-5 with promotion steps

to GS-7, GS-9, and GS-11. Technical employees are only required to

have the technical expertise for their jobs and are in a single inter-

val promotion system. They usually have pay grades from GS-5 through

GS-9 and are promoted only one pay grade at a time. Clerical per-

sonnel are similarly rated on eight different factors. Examples of

the rating forms are shown in Appendices A, B, and C. To obtain an

overall merit appraisal rating, the factors are averaged and multi-

plied by ten. Since the BBRS are on a scale of one to seven points

for each factor, the maximun possible overall merit appraisal rating

is seventy. This overall merit appraisal rating is one input for

ranking eligible individuals for any given job.

After the PAS was fully developed, it was implemented in the

EN division of ASD in 1977. In early 1978, the Air Force Wright

Aeronautical Laboratory (AFWAL) also began using MPAS for employee

ratings. Finally, in late 1978, all civilian personnel in ASD and

2



ANAL were rated under the NPAS. This progressive implementation of

the MPAS was likewise accompanied by training of affected personnel

to increase acceptance of the rating system. The training provided

management personnel experience in using the system and increased

their appraisal skills.

The common tendency of supervisors to rate all subordinates

the same, or nearly the same, mekes it difficult to recognize indi-

viduals deserving promotion. If the obtained ratings are not useful,

other secondary factors are used to indicate promotability; i.e.,

training, experience, seniority. Therefore, it is essential that any

rating system used for promotion of individuals be as valid and dis-

cerning as possible (2:6).

ITo obtain information useful in the development of any new

appraisal system that may be forthcoming, an analysis of the strengths

and weaknesses of the PAS should be helpful. A large data base of

information is available for the effective evaluation of the WAS.

The ratings obtained in the appraisals from 1977 through 1980 contain

not only each individual factor used in the rating, but also the

individual's age, sex, organization, grade, and race. Information

obtained from follow-up questiornaires in 1977, 1978, and 1979 is

available for use in determining how well the MPAS was accepted by the

employees. These questionnaires were administered to the managers

rating employees on the MPAS and to employees rated by the NPAS to

provide feedback on the system. Finally, data obtained for a stxb

to compare self ratings, peer ratings, supervisory ratings, and

3



ratings by a manager who is not the employee's direct supervisor is

available that wuld be very useful in examining the validity of NPAS.

Objective

Since the objective of the WAS was to provide a pruotion

rating system that would discern between individuals deserving prca)-

tion and those individuals that do not, the objective of this study

is to determine some of the strengths and weaknesses of the NPAS

through analysis of the available data.

These sub-obJectives are used in the analysis: (1) trend

analysis of the promotability ratings from 1975 through 1980, (2)

validity analysis of the overall promotability rating and rating

factors of the data from the supervisor ratings, self-ratings, peer

ratings, and alternate-supervisor ratings, and (3) acceptance of the

WAS as a valid measurement of promotability.

This chapter has presented a brief description of the PAS

and its development. Also included in this chapter are the objectives

which this thesis pursues. In Chapter 2, more background Into the

development of the NPAS is given. The methodology used in the accom-

plishment of the stated objectives is presented In Chapter 3.

Chapter 4 contains the results of the data analysis using the

presented methodology. Finally, Chapter 5 presents the conclusions

and recommendations derived from the data analysis.

4
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CHAPTER 2

BACKGMUND

Overview

A good manager is naturally concerned about the overall

performance of subordinates. In order to assess the promotability of

a job candidate into a specific job, it is important to assess the

candidate's specific areas of strengths or developmental needs. This

assessment makes it possible to match a candidate's specific qualifi-

cations with specific job requirements.

The imediate supervisor is in the best position to assess the

qualifications of a subordinate. However, the manager selecting an

individual for a position must assess a large number of personnel on

the basis of the supervisors' ratings. The selector will not, in

general, be familiar with the specific areas of strengths or develop-

mental needs of every candidate. Under the prior system the ratings

did not distinguish a profile of strengths and developmental needs in

the candidates for promotion.

This chapter gives some background to the basic changes

necessary to change the previous rating system into a more successful

promotability rating system for ASD. These changes were in (1) the

basis of rating, (2) the number of scales, (3) the degree of overlap,

5



(4) the scale definitions, (5) the rating scale position anchors, (6)

the coverage of Job requirements, (7) the menagement participation,

and (8) the training.

Basis of Rating

In the rating system prior to MPAS, the basis of the ratings

was the amount of supervision required by the subordinates (18; 22).

This concept is not desirable because it does not address the central

issue of (1) the present effectiveness or (2) the promotability of

the subordinate.

Under the MPAS the subordinate was rated on the basis of his

or her observable job perforrance rather than personal traits. This

method is more reasonable than the prior system because the amount of

supervision required by subordinates may differ for reasons that are

irrelevant to their potential for promotion (3; 4; 6; 9:745-775; 12).

Number of Scales

In the prior rating system, the supervisor was required to use

twety-eight different scales or dimensions to indicate the promot-

ability of a subordinate (18; 22). Under the WAS only eleven factors

or dimensions are used for technical and professional subordinates and

eight factors for clerical persorel. This reduction in the number of

factors has the advantage of reducing not only the difficulty of rating

personmel but of reducing the time required to do the rating. In

addition, there is evidence that five to eight rating scales tend to

yield better quality ratings in comparison to a greater number of

rating scales (7; 13; 16).

6
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Degree of Overlap

Lack of overlap in the factor scales in a rating system is

useful because it allows a more appropriate promotion decision by the

selector when promotion opportunity arises. Under the prior system

the rating scales on the different factors exhibited a high degree of

overlap. These rating scales yielded promotional profiles that did

not differ from one erployee to another (18; 22).

The rating formt used in the HPAS had been previously tested

in other organizations. The resulting evidence suggests that less

overlap occurs in this type of rating scale. Training the raters in

the use of the rating formt further decreases the lack of overlap

(11; 16; 17; 19; 21).

Scale Definitions

In the prior rating system, the clarity of the scale defini-

tions varied considerably. Some of the scales were clearly defined

and some were ambig.ous (18; 22). If the scale definitions are

tnlear, the rater has to rely on an overall inpression of the per-

forance of the ratee in order to rate the ratee. Lack of clarity

of the scale definitions tends to produce a high degree of overlap

among the ratings obtained (8; 9:745-775; 19; 21).

Rating Scale Position Anchors

The prior rating system defined the scale steps or position

anchors by adjective descriptions (18; 22). The trouble with this

approach is that it requires different supervisors to interpret the

adjectives for themselves. With little concrete informtion to tie

7



down the definition of each adjective, the supervisors will tend to

interpret the scale position steps by their own standards.

Under the MPAS, general global descriptions of behavior are

used to define the low, median, and high rating for each seven-step

scale. These standard descriptions were developed by supervisors

writing critical incidents which they felt were typical of the job

performance of subordinates whose ratings average six or more over the

different rating dimensions. This procedure was less precise than the

method used by Campbell, et al., (4; 6) in which the supervisor is

given a set of job-specific performance incidents and asked to deter-

mine which incident could be expected from the subordinates. The

strength of Canmbell's method is its specificity. The high degree of

specificity required by the method makes it inapplicable for develop-

ment of scales intended for broad application to many complex jobs at

different organizational levels, such as those that exist in the ASD.

In addition, the highly specific method used by Campbell tends to

assume prior knowledge of job requirements. In view of the frequently

unpredictable nature of tasks in the ASD, the more global approach to

the definition of scale steps was used (1).

The MPAS differs from the prior rating format in that it

involves much more careful and detailed definition of the scales and

their position anchors. There is a large body of evidence that a more

detailed or structured set of instructions or definitions in the

rating fonmt tends to reduce the difficulty of judgment for the

rater and to increase the quality of the obtained ratings (9:745-775;

16; 17; 19; 21).

8
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Coverage of Job Requirements

In the prior rating system the rating scales were not clearly

relevant to job perforrmnce. In addition, not all aspects of job

perfonnance were represented by the current set of rating scales

(18; 22). Under the NPAS the rating dimensions were defined by those

individuals who would be using the system to make ratings. Thus, the

appropriateness of the rating scales to the jobs was built into the

system. Those who are most qualified to design the rating scales were

involved in designing them. The fact that individuals who use the

system had input to its design has the effect of increasing the

relevance of the ratings (4; 6; 8; 10; 19).

Managerent Participation

In the prior rating system there was little management control

over the rating format or the quality of the ratings. There was

little evidence, if any, that there was any effective feedback to the

supervisors on the quality of these ratings. Various managers gave

the impression that the process of performing the merit appraisal

ratings was unLmportant and a waste of valuable time (18; 22).

It was true that the prior system with its apparent high

leniency factor created no imnediate problem for the supervisor who

performed the ratings. The difficulty in the quality of the ratings

became apparent when the ratings were to be used as a basis for pro-

motion. Due to the lack of a discerable difference in ratings

between candidates, the training and experience factors were a major

detenrmnant of the promotability ratings. This is unfortmate

9
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because the immediate supervisor is the single person most qualified

to assess the promotability of a subordinate. The supervisor's judg-

ment is potentially of much greater value than the training and

experience information by itself.

Under the MPAS, members of management have defined the rating

format and scale content. This is an improvement over the prior

system because it insures that the scale content will more adequately

reflect relevant aspects of job performance. This total management

input to the system is essential if management is to gain information

from the ratings which is useful in making promotion decisions (16;

18; 19).

There are several studies (13; 16; 17; 19; 23) which indicate

the effectiveness and importance of training raters in reducing

leniency and other rating errors.

In the prior rating system there was very little in the way of

training of the raters in how to make ratings (18; 22). For any kind

of rating method, it is important for the rater to know how to use the

rating format to describe the job performance of the ratee. The lack

of training and the closely associated lack of standards of rating

quality left the interpretation of the rating scales and the scale

steps or anchors up to the individual supervisor. This, in turn,

tended to produce differences in the way the ratings were performed

by different supervisors. Given no other standards of performance for

the ratings and their perceived low priority, the supervisor did what

10



was easiest for him or her in the context of other pressing tasks.

Poor quality and inflated ratings were the results (13; 17; 19; 23).

It would not be practical to design a rating system which

would describe everything a subordinate might do in his or her job.

This is especially true if the job in question involves highly cor-

plex and rapidly charging technology with somewhat unpredictable task

requirements (16). This situation tends to be true at ASD.

Correct rating of subordinates is necessarily a matter of

informed judgment. Under FPAS, extensive training programs were

Implemented to ensure a higher quality of ratings. The cases used in

the training were not specific to a particular branch because their

purpose was to raise questions as well as answer them. The purpose of

the cases was to train the supervisors in how to match a specific

subordinate's performance to the appropriate scale and to the appro-

priate scale anchor (or scale step) within that scale. The training

gave the supervisor a chance to actually practice the rating of sub-

ordinates in the form of the case studies and was given immediate

Zeedback as to the correctness of his or her rating. This technique

of treAinng raters helped to correct the errors such as first

impressions and halo effects (13).

Because of the need for informed judgment and for training

credibility, the trainers used were line managers who were highly

familiar with the work done by the supervisors' subordinates. These

menagers could answer questions about the applicability of the scales

to particular situations (1).

11



This chapter has shown the major elements and features of the

promotion appraisal system which have been changed with the develop-

ment of the MPAS. How successful were these changes in creating an

effective and useful tool for detenninng the promotability of indi-

viduals? Did the MPAS show high validity and acceptability to the

employees? These questions are examined in the following chapters.

12



CHAPTR 3

METHDDOflGY

Purpose

This chapter presents the methodology used to achieve the

objectives of (1) trend analysis, (2) validity analysis, and (3)

acceptability of the NPAS to ermployees.

Trend Analysis

To show some indication of effectiveness of the implementa-

tion of the WAS and to show any tendency for the WAS to return to a

condition of inflation of rating, a trend analysis of the distribu-

tion of ratings for successive years from 1975 through 1980 was

conducted. Data for the graph of the previous rating system were

obtained from the 1978 MPAS status report (1). Data and rating means

for the 1978 through 1980 graphs were obtained from listings on file

at AM3/DPCH.

A comparison between the 1975-76 graphs and the first NPAS

granh for the overall rating system was rrade to determine the effec-

tiveness of the initial irTe1ementation. A decrease in the percentage

of individuals rated at the high end of the rating scale would tend

to indicate a more effective rating system. A further coqparison of

histograms and rating means for succeeding years was made to obtain

an indication of a return to inflated ratings. This trend would be

reflected on the histograms by a shift toward the upper end of the

13



rating scale. Further evidence of inflated ratings would be a pro-

gressive increase in the yearly rating mean.

Validity Analysis

A second technique was used to examine the validity of the

overall ratings obtained by the IMPAS. The data used in this test were

obtained in June of 1979 by ASD/DPCH. Four different studies, as

shown in Appendices D, E, F, and G, were administered for eighty-eight

different target employees to obtain the data. Study Dkber Thirty

was administered to the immediate supervisors of the target employees.

The supervisors were advised that the identity of the target employees

would remain anonymous and the data would only be used for validation

of the MPAS. The supervisors were asked to provide the actual W-.ngs

given the employee and the "precise" ratings they would have the

employee if no outside pressures existed. Study Number Thirty-One was

administered to the employees for a self-rating. Study Nkmber Thirty-

Two was administered to a peer of the target employee. The peer was

to have been able to observe the target employee at work and to have

some knowledge of the target employee's job. Study Number Thirty-Four

was administered to an alterrate supervisor at or above the actual

supervisor's level and with some knowledge of the target employee's

work activities. All studies were to be returned with no indication

of the employee's name but with the different studies linked by a

random ntmxer common to each form.

The data obtained from these studies are shown in Appendix H.

Note should be made of the great quantity of missing information in

14



this data. For example, only fifty-six of the eighty-eight target

cases were available for use in obtaining pair-wise Pearson Correla-

tion coefficients between the overall actual ratings and the immediate

vipervisors "precise" overall ratings. When computing the pair-wise

Pearson Correlation coefficients for the individual rating factor of

Speaking Ability in the self rating study, only twenty-four of the

eighty-eight cases were available.

Since all employees were not rated on the same number of

factors, an overall rating for the different individuals and the

different studies was computed by nultiplying the average of the

factors by a value of ten. This computation gave an overall rating

that ranged from ten to seventy. This technique of obtaining a

rating is the same technique as used in the MPAS.

These overall ratings were then studied for correlation using

Pearson Correlation and Student t-test. A study of the two analysis

outcomes would give some information concerning the overall validity

of the ratings obtained in the MPAS.

A follow-up technique, using the same data obtained above, is

the multitrait-multmethod matrix sugested by Campbell and Fisk (5).

This method was used to determine the convergent and discriminate

validity of the factors used in the !PAS. An example of a multitrait-

multimethod matrix is shown in Table 3.1.

To indicate convergent validity (the umount of agreement

between raters on the sam traits), the values in the validity diag-

onals should -be significantly different from zero (5:82). For

15
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TABLE 3.1

A SYNM*TC MULTITRAIT-MUILTIMET1OD MATRIX

Method 1 Method 2 Method 3

Traits A1  B1  C1  A2  B2  C2  A3  B3  C3

A1 .89)

Method 1 B1  .51 .89)

c 1 .38 .3 (.76)

11

A2  r- O IO,7*k9  I
Method 2 F 2 ..' '.10 I .68N .94)

A3  Bar, 2 11' H @671"Z4Z .33 (.94)

Method 3 B3  1.2 -,58)- .12 .4 . (3 34 I6 N(.92)

N~ote: Q0 Validity Diagonal

=Heterotrait-Heterv"rethod Triangle

L~ = Heterotrait-bnormethod Triangle

16



example, all of the validity diagonals in Table 3.1 have a value

significantly higher than zero.

Discriminate validity can be indicated by the validity diag-

onal value being higher than the values in its row and column of the

heterotrait-heteromethod triangles. That is, the validity value for

a variable should be higher than the correlations between that variable

and any other variable not having either a common trait or method

(5:82). For example, in Table 3.1 the validity diagonal for Trait

A1-A3 (.56) is higher than the values for Trait A1-B 3 (.23), Trait

Af-C3 (.11), Trait BI-A3 (.22), and Trait CI-A3 (.11). All of the

validity diagonals in Table 3.1 are higher than the values in their

row and column of the heterotralt-heteromethod triangles.

A second means of showing discriminate validity involves

comparing the validity diagonal value with the values in its row and

column for the heterotrat-monomethod triangles. This implies that

the correlations are higher when different methods are used to measure

the same variable than when different variables are measured by the

same method (5:83). For example, in Table 3.1 the validity diagonal

for Trait B1-B2 (.57) is higher than the value for Trait BI-CI (.37)

but not higher than the value for Trait A2 -B2 (.68). Therefore, it

would be questionable whether any discriminate validity was

indicated.

For the purposes of this analysis, the rating form factors

will be used as traits and the five different sources of ratings will

be used as methods. The nultitrait-multmethod matrix tech ique will

17



be applied to the three separate forms used in the WAS (Form A,

professional; Form B, technical; Form C, clerical). Due to the

varying rurmter of cases used to compute the correlation coefficients,

the norml technique of comparing the magnitude of the coefficients

will not be used. Instead, the comparisons will be made between the

level of significance of each correlation coefficient.

Acceptability Aralysis

The final technique used to analyze the WAS was an attempt to

determine if the employees have accepted the WAS as a valid means of

measuring promotability. The analysis was done through comparison of

the results of a September, 1978, technical report (20) and similar

questions on 1979 questionraires administered to 1,077 employees vto

were rated on the WAS and 371 supervisors who rated employees on WAS

forms. Copies of these questionnaires are shown in Appendices I mnd J.

The coaparisor was based on questions concerning the perception of

validity and the overall reaction of the personnel to the WAS. A

description of the March, 1979, questiornaire is the same as this

description of the 1978 questionnaires contained in the AFIT TR 78-5:

Eleven factors (scales) were contained in the new
appraisal system: (1) self management; (2) work adminis-
tration; (3) problem analysis; (4) decision making; (5)
speaking ability; (6) writing ability; (7) working rela-
tionships; (8) work leadership; (9) personnel nanagement
and EEO commitment; (10) performance under pressure; and,
(11) work output. The questionnaire used to evaluate the
new appraisal system sought four types of infornation
about each factor. Specifically, it was designed to
gather supervisor and subordinate S&E opinions concerning
the ammunt of inforution available related to each
factor, the manrgfulrass of each factor, each factor's

18
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appropriateness, and the difficulty in understanding or
rating each factor. Additionally, questions were
included itdch requested supervisor and subordinate views
of specific benefits of the new system, as well as an
overall evaluation of the form by those rated with it.
lastly, write in comnents were solicited a0: .

Sumiary

This chapter presented the methodology used to analyze trends

toward a return to inflated ratings. The methodology for analysis of

validity and for the acceptance trend of MPAS was also shown.

Chapter 4 will give the results of these analyses.

19
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CHAPTER 4

DATA AND ANALYSIS

Introduction

This chapter will present the results from the methodology

described in Chapter 3. First, the results of the trend analysis and

sme possible reasons for the variation in the histograms will be

presented. The results of the validity analysis and some discussion

of the findings will follow. Finally, the results of the study for

a change in attitude of the employees and supervisors toward the

acceptability of the AS will be presented.

Trend Analysis

When the histogram of the appraisal ratings for the years

1975 through 1977 (Figures 4.1 through 4.3) are studies in detail, it

becomes evident that there is an inprovenment in distribution of

ratings for the year 1977 (Figure 4.3). Note that the distribution of

the 1975 and 1976 ratings in Figures 4.1 and 4.2 are highly concen-

trated at the high end of the scale compared to the 1977 ratings in

Figure 4.3, which are nch closer to being symmetrically distributed.

Since the data represented by Figure 4.3 is the first data available

under the MPAS, it seems reasonable to say the initial implementation

of the MPAS was successful. However, there was an additional factor

present at the seme time which may confvze the interpretation of the

20
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histograms. As stated in the 1978 status report on the MPAS (1), the

shaxp peak just below the 6.1 value was probably influenced by the use

of guidelines in 1977. This use of guidelines may be one factor pro-

ducing the more symmetrical distribution in the 1977 ratings in

Figure 4.3

A visual analysis of the 1978-80 histograms for engineers in

ASD (Figures 4.4 through 4.6), along with the corresponding rating

.means, give an indication that the ratings obtained from the PAS are

showing a trend toward a return to inflated ratings. The distribu-

tions from year to year tend to be skewed more and more negatively.

This means that a higher percentage of the appraisal ratings are

moving toward the upper end of the rating scale each year. The fact

that the mean of the ratings increases each year also reinforces this

finding. Additional histograms showing the distribution of appraisal

ratings for the years 1978 through 1980 are presented in Appendix K.

Ln every case, the data presented indicates a return to inflated

ratings after the initial improvement upon implementation. The

rating means presented in Table 4.1 also give evidence that in every

case the appraisal ratings are moving toward inflated values.

Validity Analysis

Validity analysis was performed upon data collected in June of

1979. Four follow-up questionaires obtained information from five

different perspectives: (1) actual ratings, (2) immediate supervisors'

"precise" ratings, (3) self ratings, (4) peer ratings, and (5)

alternate-supervisor ratings.
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TABLE 4.1

RATIMG APPRAISAL MEANS

YEAR
ORGANIZATION 1978 1979 1980

N MEAN N MEAN N MEAN

ASD-Engineers 1002 61 1002 63 989 66
ASD-Professional 1411 61 1574 63 1639 65
ASD-Technical 122 59 164 62 191 64
ASD-Clerical 634 55 896 63 876 65
ASD-AII 2183 60 2647 63 2713 65
4950th Test Wing 813 58 914 61 899 63
Foreign Technology Division 310 57 426 59 499 62
Air Force Wright

Aeronautical Laboratory 1749 58 1800 60 1753 62
Air Force Aerospace Medical

Research Laboratory 124 58 126 60 123 62
Air Force Human Resources

Laboratory 20 53 6 67 25 62
Joint Aeronautical Material

Activities (AFSC/PM) - - 31 61 34 62
All Serviced Activities 5244 59 5959 61 6059 64
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T1
The correlations shown in Table 4.2 indicate that the overall

actual ratings were most highly correlated with the overall ratings

received from the target employee's imTediate supervisor. Even

though the immediate supervisors had been informed that the "precise"

ratings they gave would not be used for anything other than an

analysis of the WPAS, it is probably true that they still felt a

considerable amount of pressure to report the same ratings as were

recorded during the actual rating cycles. Therefore, the high corre-

lation between the overall actual rating and the supervisors' overall

"precise" rating is not surprising. There were three notable excep-

tions to the supervisors' overall rating being the nrost highly

correlated. For female employees on all forms, the highest correla-

tion was between the actual overall ratings and the overall alternate

supervisor ratings. Female clerical (Form C) employees and male

technical (Form B) employees show the highest correlation between the

actual overall ratings and the overall ratings received frum their

fellow employees. If the high correlation shown by the immediate

supervisor is ignored by reason of the expected relationship, the

alternate supervisors' overall ratings show the highest correlation

for all forms and sexes. The alternate supervisors' overall ratings

have the highest or close to the highest correlation, other than

immediate supervisor, in eight of the nine different categories shown.

For the Form C (Technical) female sample, it was interesting

to find the highest correlation with the Peer method of measurement.

The reason for this may be the small number of cases in this category.

29
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TABLE 4.2

TABLE OF PEARSON CORRELATIONS AND
SMUDENT t-TEST VALUES

ACTUAL OVERALL # OF CORRELATION 2-TAILED
FORM SEX RATINS AGAINST CASES COEFFICIENT PROBABILITY

All Both Supervisor 56 .783* .0180
Self 35 .405* .363
Peer 49 .509* .0390
Alt-Supervisor 37 .573* .258

Female Supervisor 21 .599* .132
Self 14 .066 .392
Peer 16 .527** .191
Alt-Supervisor 17 .601* .704

Male Supervisor 35 .887* .053
Self 21 .544* .704
Peer 33 .512* .121
Alt-Supervisor 20 .536* .254

A Both Supervisor 31 .891* .0330
Self 17 .339 .827
Peer 30 .452* .124
Alt-Supervisor 20 .622* .066

Female Supervisor 2 1.COO* .500
Self 2 -1.000* .647
Peer 3 .598 .198
Alt-Supervisor 3 .963** .081

Male Sup ervisor 29 .886* .0390
Self 15 .548** .762
Peer 27 .458* .255
Alt-Supervisor 17 .556* .155

B Male Supervisor 5 .925* .853
Self 5 .272 .915
Peer 5 .970* .294
Alt-Supervisor 3 .268 .660

C Both Supervisor 20 .578* .145
Self 13 .420 .063
Peer 14 .553* .316
Alt-Supervisor 14 .571** .907

Female Supervisor 19 .575* .145
Self 12 .399 .074
Peer 13 .589** .437
Alt-Supervisor 14 .571** .907

Note: No female Form B (Technical) sample. Not enough male cases in
Form C (Clerical) sample to generate values.
eReject null hypothesis of equal mean ratings.
*0 i 0.01
•*p s 0.05
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Almost without exception, the method of measurement that

exhibited the lowest correlation with the actual overall ratings was

the Self method. Furthermore, the Self method of rating measurement

showed the least number of cases to compare to the actual ratings.

One hypothesis for these results is that the target individuals may

not have felt the follow-up studies would be of any use in mk ig the

YJPAS more consistent with their perceptions. Therefore, some did not

bother to respond to the questionnaires.

For the Student t-test values, the null hypothesis being

tested was that the difference between the means of the overall ratings

was zero (Ho0 -1f2=0). The alternate hypothesis was that the differ-

ence between the means of the overall ratings was not zero

I (H a .- /o20). The values of alpha used for this thesis was 0.05.

Using the hypotheses and alpha levels stated above, it can be seen

from Table 4.2 that most of the probabilities were above the specified

alpha level. Therefore, the null hypothesis of equal means was

accepted for most cases. Three of the four notable exceptions are the

probabilities for the supervisor ratings in the sections that included

all respondents, the section for Form A-All, and the section for

Form A-Males. In all three of these cases, the mean of the "precise"

ratings was higher than the mean of the actual ratings. The fourth

exception is for the peer ratings in the section for all respondents.

In this case, the peer rating mean was lower than the actual rating

mean.

For the Pearson Correlations to effectively indicate any

validity for the MPAS, the correlations must not only be relatV ily
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high but the means for the different methods of measurement should

statistically be the same. From Table 4.2, the data gathered from

Alt-Supervisors is strongest in developing validity confidence for

the MPAS ratings. The correlation is high and, statistically, the

mean ratings are the same.

Since it was probable that the "precise" ratings obtained

from the immediate supervisors were contaminated by the perceived

pressures that existed, the data for the multitrait-multimethod

matrix was obtained using only the four methods of actual rating,

self rating, peer rating, and alternate supervisor rating.

The results with respect to comparison of validity values

with other heteromethod values in each block of the multitrait-

multimethod matrix method for convergent and discriminate validity

are presented in summarized form in Table 4.3. Table 4.3 values

(Form A-All) are condensed fran the data given in Appendix L,

Although all combinations of sex and form were attempted on the

eighty-eight cases of data in Appendix H; due to missing data, the

information on Form A-All was the only combination that generated

output with all correlation coefficients calculated. Therefore,

analysis is presented on these data.

In terms of convergent validity, Table 4.3 indicates that

sivlnficant validity was achieved in five of the eleven factors. The

validity values for Work Administration, Decision Making, Speaking

Ability, Writing Ability, and Work Leadership did show significantly

high coefficients in at least half of their validity diagonals.

32
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In terms of discriminate validity, Table 4.3 indicates three

factors that definitely show significant validity. Speaking Ability

shows the highest significance with its validity values having higher

sigificance in 124 of the 132 coupariscns. The other two factors

which showed high discriminate validity were Writing Ability and Work

Administration. Table 4.4 contains the summarized information for the

heterotrait-ffrmmethod comparison for the matrix for Form A in

Appendix L. The only factor which indicated a significant degree of

discriminate validity in the comparison of validity diagonals to the

values in the rows and column entries of the heterotrait-mnomethod

triangles was Speaking Ability.

Considering all of the infornmtion available for the

multitrat-multimethod matrix, Speaking Ability showed the strongest

case for being considered a validated MPAS rating factor. To a lesser

degree, Writing Ability and Work Administration can be established as

validated factors. The rest of the factors on Form A (Professional)

were not strongly validated by this data.

Acceptability

Since the acceptance of the NPAS by the employees wuld be

reflected in the extent that the personnel believed the NPAS was a

valid measurement of their promotability, the responses to questions

from follo-up questionnaires, Studies Twenty-Four and Twenty-Six,

were analyzed. In March of 1979, Study Twenty-Four was administered

to 371 supervisors and Study Twenty-Six was administered to 1,077

employees rated on the MPAS rating forms. Copies of these studies are
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shown in Appendices I and J. Table 4.5 shows the responses to ques-

tions that addressed the respondents' perception of the validity of

the MPAS. Validity in this case means that the rating system

measures what it was intended to measure. Table 4.5 also shows a

comparison of the responses to similar questions on a 1978 follow-up

questionnaire. Since the 1978 questionnaires were administered at

separate times to ANAL and ASD, the results shown for the 1978

questionnaire were computed for all respondents at one time. For

exapple, since the AFIT Technical report (20) shows that fifty-nine

percent, or forty-one, of the supervisor respondents for ASD chose

Personnel Management and EEO Commitment as difficult to rate and

twenty-six percent, or twenty-four, of the supervisor respondents

for AFWAL indicated the same factor, Table 4.5 indicates that forty

percent, or 65 divided by 161 times 100, of the total supervisor

respondents indicate Personnel Management and EE0 Comminent as

difficult to rate.
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TABLE 4.5

PERCEIVED VALIDITY

Question 14 (Study 26). Which two factors did you find most difficult
to understand in term of why you received a given rating?

Question 48 (Study 24). Which two factors did you find most difficult
to rate?

% Indicating Factor
1978 1979

S&E Supervisor S&E Supervisor

A. Self Management 11 9 9 13
B. Work Administration 13 20 8 8
C. Problem Analysis 11 12 7 10
D. Decision aking 13 14 6 10
E. Speaking Ability 10 6 5 3
F. W/riting Ability 11 3 5 3
G. Working Relationship 12 2 7 4
H. Work Leadership 15 15 5 6
I. Personnel Management &

EEO Comitent 18 40 13 15
J. Performance

Under Pressure 11 7 9 8
K. Work Output 10 6 7 6

Cuestion 25 (Study 26). In your experience, do you think the Merit
appraisal ratings were performed with conscientious use of the factor
definition and rating steps in the new form?

% Indicating Response

1978 1979

1/2 Definitely not/Probably not 40 30
3/4 Probably yes/Definitely yes 60 69

Question 26 (Study 26). Based on the wording of the scale steps, do
you think the ratings you received on the new merit appraisal form
should have been:

% Indicating Response
1978 1979

1/2 Much lower/Lower 7 6
3 Same 55 55

4/5 Higher/ ich higher 37 39
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TABLE 4.5-Continued

Question 27 (Study 26). Compared to what you think other people's
ratings may have been, do you think the ratings you received on the
new merit appraisal form should have been:

% Indicating Resonse
1978 1979

1/2 Much lower/Lower 2 1
3 Same 50 47

4/5 Higher/Much higher 48 52

In both the 1978 and 1979 studies, the one factor that the

employees indicate is difficult to understand or rate is the

Personnel Management & EEO Conit'ment factor. All of the factors for

employees rated on the forms decrease in percentage from 1978 to 1979.

This general decline seems to indicate that the employees were gaining

knowledge of and confidence in the system.

Analysis of the 1979 responses to Questions 25, 26, and 27

reveals that approximately one-third to one-half of the employees

doubted the correctness of the ratings they received. These percent-

ages are almost identical to the 1978 responses.

Table 4.6 presents the results of the responses to questions

on the 1979 follow-up questionnaires pertaining to the overall

reaction of the respondents to the NEAS. Also included in Table 4.6

are the results of the response to similar questions on the 1978

follow-up questionnaires.
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TABLE 4.6

OVERALL REACTION

Question 23 (Studcy 26). How nuch impact do you think nu-nerical ratings
given on the appraisal form have on your personal progress?
Question 37 (Study 24). How much impact do you think numerical ratings

given on the appraisal forms have on whether an employee is promoted?

% Indicating Response
1978 1979

SO& uerio SOE Supervisor

1/2 Very little/Little 55 44 49 31
3 Some 30 46 30 37
4 A great deal 15 9 21 31

Question 32 (Study 26). Taken on the whole, what is your reaction to
the new merit promotion appraisal form?

% Indicating Response
1978 1979

1. I dislike the new form. 9 4
2. I have a somewhat negative reaction

to the new form. 27 11
3. I feel neutral about the new form. 52
4. I have a somewhat positive reaction

to the new form. 55 28
5. I am very positively impressed by

the new form. 8 4

In both the 1978 and 1979 studies, the supervisors seemed more

impressed with the impact of the rating forms than the employees rated

on these forms. But the employees are becoming more aware of the

importance of the MAS ratings. This fact is indicated by the increase

in the percentage of employees who indicated the ratings on the forms

would hwve an effect on their progress.
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The decrease in the percentage of respondents that indicated

an overall negative reaction to the merit promotion appraisal form in

Question 32 may be attributed to the addition of the added response

of neutrality. Response nuirber three may have absorbed some of the

borderline negative reactions as well as the borderline positive

reactions.* In 1979 questionnaires, the extrem responses of nurrber

one and five are approximately half the percentage of responses for

1978 questionnaires.

Information obtained from Question 32 has a questionable

value in determining the acceptability of the WPAS to employees. The

responses to the questions in Tables 4.5 and 4.6 indicated that the

employees are becoming more aware of the importance of the W'AS to

their personal advancement and are gaining mo~re knowledge of the WPAS

and its formns. The responses to Questions 25 through 27 indicate

there is still some dobt that ratings received were correct.

The analysis of the results of this research indicates that

the initial implementation of the WIAS did have the effect of

increasing the variance in the ratings. But over the intervening

years, the ratings have steadily returned to an inflated status.

Further analysis indicated that even though there is some

indication of the validity of the overall ratings and the factors used

in the WVIAS, the amount of missing information in the data files

causes considerable risk in interpretation of the results.
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Finally, the analysis of the results of follow-up question-

naires indicated that the employees rated under the PAS were accumu-

lating a greater understanding of the NPAS, both the forms and their

uses. Indication was still noticed of an uneasiness as to the

correctness of ratings received by the employees.

The analysis of Chapter 4 has included specific conclusions

for each subobjective as each was addressed. Chapter 5 contains a

summary of the more significant conclusions, as well as recommenda-

tions.
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CHAPTER 5

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENATIOI

Overview

In the preceding chapters the subject of the strengths and

weaknesses of the WPAS was addressed. Some sub-objectives were stated

as research goals. The plan to research answers was then described.

The results of the research plan were presented and analyzed. This

chapter summarizes the findings and conclusions of this research and

offers recommendations for future actions.

Conclusions

The trend analysis indicates a definite increase in variance

-less inflated ratings-upon implementation of the WAS. The picture

at implementation was clouded by the unofficial guidelines for rating

over the same period of time. Trend analysis also shows that the I4PAS

returned to inflated ratings over a two to three year time period.

This trend toward inflated ratings is probably caused by two factors:

(1) pressure felt by supervisors to give their euployees a high rating

to make them competitive for jobs and (2) lack of feedback to raters

as to whether their perforrance as raters is acceptable.

The validity of the overall ratings was confirmed to a degree.

Also the convergent and discriminate validity of some of the factors,

most notably the Speaking Ability factor, was strongly supported.
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Missing data from the data base for the validity research was a big

problem in the interpretation of the results.

The final major conclusion was that the employees, as could

be expected, are gaining more insight into the workings of the IWAS.

There were indications from the research on the 1978-79 follow-up

questionnaires that the perceived validity (does it measure what it

says it will measure) of the MPAS has been on the increase. There

were also indications that a large number of the employees still do

not accept the rating received under the WAS as correct, a finding

which is perhaps not unexpected.

Recommendations

To perform a multitrait-multimethod matrix analysis of the

convergent and discriminate validity of the rating factors of the

MPAS, the necessary questionnaires (ones very similar to the ones in

Appendices D, E, F, and G used to collect data for this research)

should be administered to a larger cross section of the work force at

ASD. In addition, a very close follow-up of the questionnaires

should be used to ensure less missing data for research purposes.

The value of the whole approach depends upon an adequate sampling of

the target employees. Follow-up research using the more adequate

data base obtained from the questionnaires and the multitrait-

multimethod matrix analysis would be very useful in detennining if

the individual rating factors in the WAS are valid. Also, a more

adequate data base would enable the analysis of the technical

(Form B) and clerical (Form C) forms for convergent and discriminate

validity.
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Even though this research was somewhat incnclusive, some

useful information was obtained. To effectively operate a coirplex

organization like ASD, It is inperative there be an effective instru-

ment to measure Job performance and pronotability. Once a measuring

instrument acceptable and valid to enployees has been proven effec-

tive, improved menagement of our most precious of resources (people)

can be accomplished. The APAS was desigred to acccumplish this purpose

and was apparently successful in the first year or two of implementa-

tion. It appeared to have a fair level of acceptance and validity.

But the downfall of so mar appraisal systems-inflationary

pressures-appears to have seriously weakened the MPAS.
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APPENDIX A

MVERIT PROMOTION APPRAISAL SYSTEM

RATIDM FORM A (PROFESSIONAL)
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MERIT PROMOTION APPRAISAL SYSTEM

FORM A

N AW i I IL.., PF,., X,do. 1g..'OACSAPAISAL

PEIOD OF SUPERVISIONd
ORGANIZATION FRO To.e .eJro

POS, toft .... '"40NAIAE;TIT6I Of IMMEDIATE SUPERVISOR

NAME."WITLE OF REVIEWING SUPERWOOR

INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETING SUPERVISORY APPRAISAL
RFTI'RN To A8tIVDPCE

The Air Force Merit Promotion Program requires the immediate or first level supervisor to complete an appraisal on
each employee supervised. This Supervisory Appraisal system has been designed to help the supervisor make and
record the required merit promotion appratisal.

Steps in comrpleting #be /am.~

1. Surervisor enters the required data on the top of this page.
2 Stje.rvisot reviews each factor and determine$ the Proper rating as discussed in the next section.

Circle the proper step in the box on page 1'2. Circle N/A itsa rating factor is not applicable.
3. Hi,.ve the appraisal reviewed by the next higher level supervi aor; resolve differences; both supervisors

&-It r and date the form in the space provided on page 92Z
4. St w and discuss the appraisal with the employee; have the employee also sign on page 112.
S. If the employee does not already have a copy of ASD Fnrm 387. please give them One&
6. Comrplete the card punch data required as noted in the instructions on page V 2
7. Tesr off pages I and 2 and send to ASD/I3PCE, unless given other instructions.I Rating E.apipyr PotentIial

Each of the eleven Merit Promotion Appraisal factors consists of three parts:
1. A basic factor definition found in the tirst sentence of the definition;,
2. Sui-faciors in the remeseeerf.n( the dowfieirint which reprPe.wwt ertvit,". ,ol-tod in the. haftie f(eeee dotieti.

tion; and
I. A seven step rating sca
As an exomple, consider Factor I - Self Management. This factor relates to how well the employee orgianizs,
schedules, and accompli shes own work. Sell Management includes such subfactors as the use of resources,
setting priorities. coping with change, assuming responsibility. and amount of supervision required. Some
assiginents may not allow the employee to display perormance in all five of these subiactors. Some wedk
assignments may Involve performance related to Self Management, but not specifically covered by any of the
subfacrots. The supervisor most decide which aspects of the employee's performance are in the basic factor
definition and should be included in the rating.
The supervsor's rating of the employee's potential must be based on his or her knowledge of the employees
current performance. In accordance with CSC regulations, the Mernt Promotion Appraisal factors hae" been
carefully designed to focus on elemenats of the employee's lob which are important lot success in higher-level
worki.
When rating the employee's potential, the supervisor should give appropriate consideraitiont to the compleity
and diversity of the work required at the employee's grade level. For example, proiiciancy at worlt of a pantic.
uWar level of complexity and diversity might indicate high potential lot a Q.S. 7 Engineer. However. this *ee
level of proficiency would tndicaie low potential for the job of a G.S. 13 Engineer.
The task of the supiervisor, in using the Merit Promotion Appraisal Factors, is to rate on a scale of seven steps
the employee's potential for success in higher level work. Scale steps One. Four and Seven provide examples
of low, average and high levels of performance for ame of the subtactora.. Steps Two, Three. Five and Six
represniintermediate degrees ofpotaiaf
Continuing with Factor I - Self Management, as an example
Stop 1. Low Potential - The employs, is able to organize and schedule routine work adequately, but usualy

rquifres supervisory ahsai*stance, in organizing more difficult work sand in setting priorities. S%4pIRtvlaer
Intervention is reqired .iins~ure either completion of the tiffort or stopping the effort before the
point of diminishing rolurns.

Continued on page 3
ASO 0" 367 year Paevowas. 11iew a6 Is e9006s. Pang I0Of PaS
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Stop 4. Average Potential - The outplayee is adapt. FACTOR I - SELF MANAGEMENT
able to changing conditions and unforeseen
events in organizing and scheduling routine@ This factor evaluates the employee's Potential for pro-
work. The supervisor occasionially "*slsts the ilto ae pnhwwl h mlyeognss
emiployee in planning for more difficult work. moinbsdunhwweltempye pie.
The employee takes considerable initiative (fo schedules, and accomplishes his/her own 0ork. Self man.
managing own final work through completion. aterent includes such areas as the use of available

4Step 7. High Potential - The employee's organization resources. setting priorities among activities; coping
of work always results in the most efficient use with changing conditions and unfoteseen events; asuims

ing workloads and unpredictable contingencies, arid the amuount supervision required.
adjusting priorities accordingly, and the super-
visor is never required to revise the employee's STEPS
plana. Assumes full responsibility for all
aspects of assigned tasks, assuring that the
output meets the needs of the requestor. HIGH POTENTIAL - The etmployee's organism,

- - tion of work always results in the most efflclest
One of two approaches can be taken in rating an em. seoti.Isvradpbltoonanl
ploys. on a given factor. One approach is to considerusoftm.Iveyapabeo ntitl
the factor assa whole and rater the employee's performance changing workloads; and unpredictable comfliages.
relative to the basic factor definition based on your over- 7- cis, adjusting priorities accordingly. and the
all impression. Using this approach, you would decide supervisor is never required to revise the emploij
bet ween a ratint, at Step 2 and a rating at Step 3 by simply to's plans. Assumest full responsibility for all
looking at Step% I and 4 and deciding whether the em-
ploy.. is closer ta being just above Step I or just below aspects of assigned tasks, assuring that the
Stop 4. output mees the needs of the requester.

A second appro.'vh is to rate the employee on each of the 6
subfsctors whic a anrily and then average these ratings.
Let us conside: . ery simplified exrample of how two
employees mighr !it rated on Self Management using this
approach. The first employee is reasonably adaptable
to changing conitions but has never produced a finished
product without miajor supervisory intervention The 5
second employ- e is reasonably adaptable to changingK conditions, has never needed a push to get the job
finished, but often times needs assistance in deciding rA-VERAGE POT'ENTIAL -The emplersis adapt.
which of several tasks deserves most of his or her table to changing conditions and unforeseen
attention. The t..-o employees would be rated as follows: events in organizing and scheduling rouit. work.

Emipos 4- i no supervisor occasionally assists ino employ"e
Employee Behavior Scale Step ipanngfrmore difficult work. The employ"e

Reasonably adaptable to changing conditions 4 tamtes considerable initiative for managing own
Never produced a fir-ished product without majoir fnlwr og opein

supervisorfy irterationI
Average 2o.3

EpoeIfEmployee Behevior scale Step
Reasobly adaptable to changing conditions 4
Never needed a push to get the job finished 7 2-
Often needed assistance in deciding which of

several tasks deserved most of his or her
attention 3 LOW POTENTIAL - The employse is able to

Averae 4 r organize and schedule routine work adequately,
but usually requires supervisory, assistance inAs noed earlier. the performance rated may include 1- oaiiin mor difficult work ad In setting

aspects related to the basic factor definition, but not
specifically covered by any of the subtactora. prirties, Suptirviaory intervetion is required

Whsichever rating method is used, the supervisor must to insure eithar completion of the efflat or sapplag
arrive at a single rating far each factor which represents theeffort before the point ofthdiinishing return&.
his or her best judgersent of the employee's potential for
success in higher level work, relative to each basic
factor definition. Furthermore, the superviaor must be
prepared to explain to the employee, using specific
examnples of the employee's job performane why the
qmiployee was rated as he/shbe wan.

a$m PORN s PAIs Sa esaU
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FACTOR 2 - WORK ADMINISTRATION FACTOR 3 - PROBLEM ANALYSIS
(Supemvsora/Moraers end other designated employea)

This factor evaluates the employee's potential for pro.
This factor evaluates the employee's potential for pro. motion based upon how well the employee identifies
motion based upon how well the employee organizes and problems and proposes solutions. Problem analysis
schedules the work of others. Work administration in- includes such areas as isolating problems by major
cludes such areas as handling the impact of new and factos, collecting relevant background data; Mind pro.

uaticipated work an present work and coping with posing solutions which consider the important trade offs;
changing conditions and unforeseen events; establishing and utilizing innovative approaches when necessary.
goals and milestones for others and delegating authority; (Deciding amongd alternative solutions is not included in
tracking and managing positions, manpower, and other this lIclor.)
resources; establishing and changing work priorities; and
assuming responsibility for the work of othems STEPS

STEPS HIGH POTENTIAL - The em"Loyee quickly and
accurately recognizes which problems art the

HIGH POTEN4TIAL -The employee aonizes and most complex or unprecedented, and identifies
schedules resources such that new or unanticipat- the novel or unique factors which must be con-
ad work can be accommodated with minimum impact sidered for a solution. Is saert to alternate ap.

7- on other v~ nik needs. Goals, schedules, and mle. 7 proachtie. recognizes novel relationships between
sto-a we optimally established and achieved the factors, and proposes comprehensively opti-
within tlts group. Overall work administration is mized solutions. Frequently proposes uaeful

- such as t'i maximize subordinates' productivity. Iunique or innovative approaches, but does not

6...6- Lpropos complex solutions to simple problems.

___ fRAGE POTENTIAL - The employee ideo.IAVERAG '.PCTENTIAL -The employee ads I tifies problems and clarifies them by isolating

Establishes realistic goals, schedules, and prior. qur4dt-n pooe ouioswihcn
4- ities for subordinates. Effectively manaes to- s'ider moat of the important trade offs with little

sources. Recognizes the need for additional rw -supervisory assistance. Will occasionally suggest
sources (smanpower, rime, dollars) before programs unan~tticipated or innovative approaches to solving
areo adversely impacted. problems.

3- 3-

2- 2-

LOW POTENTIAL -The employee adequately
administers planned work but has difficulty with LOW POTENTIAL - The employee is able to
new or unanticipatedl work. Often fails to estab- analyze and prpose acceptsble solutions #at
lish realistic goals and schedules for subordinates. I- routine problems, but requires frequent assistarice
unnecessarily changes individual assignments, for moredifficult problems. Shows little creativity
and frequently does jobs himself rather then dale- or innoVatimS
gste to subordinates. Does not clearly esttablish

piriti$ for the group.

amploym deigated by the rater and by the reviewing supervisor as having some f(rm of resiab lly
fOr the work Of 0111er16
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FACTOR 4- DECISION MAKING FACTOR S - SPEAKING ABILITY
(SupervsorsMnegsers and ot her designaed emrployees**)

This factor evaluates the employee's potential for pro-
This factor evaluates the employee's potential for pro. motion based upon ability to exipress ideas when speak.
motion basred upon how well the employe* evaluates solu- ing. Speaking ability includes such areas as being con-
tions I own or othears') and makes decisions. Decision cise. clear and well organized. expressing ideas appro.
making includes such areas as considering pertinent priately for the audience; and being persuasive.
decision factors. recognizing significant effects of pro.
posed solutions; recognizing when problem analysis and STEPS
solution generation has been adequate; and being able to
make decisions in a timely manner. HIGH POTENTIAL - The employee gives Clew.

concise, thorough, well organized and smoothly
57EPS flowing briefings in a confident manner that is

almost always appropriate for the audience.
HIGH POTENTIAL - Whethe routine, complex or 7- Presents an sir of confidence, can persuade a
controversial, the employee thoroughly reviews critical audience, handles interruptions and
variouspossible solutionsto problems/iasues and difficult questions well, and encourages saifac.
evaluates the tradeoffs and possible impacts of ing of key issues, ts equally effective during

7- the different alternatives. Recognizes whon informal discussions or formal briefings.
uniqut' possibilities may have been neglected and 4-
if a deuision should be delayed for further prob-
lam , nalysis. Consistently selects the moat

appopriate course of action in a timely manner.

ARAGE POTENTIAL -The employee's
~, -~*briefings progress smoothly, are usually spo.

4-r priare for the audience, and are delivered in a

AVERAGE POTENTIAL - For most problems th confident manner. Usually handles interruptions

lemple'vee reviews the various solutions proposed,andiictqusoswe.levaluites all reasonable trade offIs and possible
~impacts of the different alternatives. recognizes 3

inadequce iexsting problem analysis and
solutions. Makes timely and adequate decisions.

3-
2-

OWPOTENTIAL - The employee sometimes
has difficulty expressing ideas in a clew sand

2- welI-organized manner, in conversation or in in..
1- Lformal briefings. Has difficulty answering

LO~W POTENTIAL - The employee evaluates straight-forward questions adequately and some.
possible solutions to routine problems, consider- times appears ill-t-ease.

inrg relevant alternatives and normally makes
acceptable decisions on time. In complex or

controversial areas, is often reluctant to make a
decision or makes poor decisions.

"Employees designated by the rar and by the reviewing supervisor as heving same form of decision
making tesponsibillty.

ASO FORM 367 PAGG o aF ObAsas
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FACTOR 6- WRITING ABILITY FACTOR 7 - WORKING RELATIONSHIPS

This factor evaluates the employee's potential for pro- This factor evaluates the employee's potential for pro-
motion based upon ability to express ideas in writing, motion based upon how well the employee works with
Writing ability includes such areas as being concise. other people, both individually and in groups. Working
clear and well organized; being grammatically correct; relationships include such areas as working with super.
expressing ideas appropriately for the reader; and being visors, peers, subordinates, support and staff personnel,
persuasive, and others such as contractor representatives; keeping

others informed of work status and changes that relate to
STEPS their activities; facilitating and stimulating multi-number

or interdisciplinary activity; and behaving in a profe.
11G11 POTENTIAL - The employee's writing is stonal manner.

consistently of the highest quality. Ideas are
always expressed clearly and concisely. Recom- STEPS
mendations, positions and arguments are always
convincing. Final drafts are extremely polished. HIGH POTENTIAL - The employee is exception.
rarely requiring revision, ally skilled at creating harmonious relationships

with others and among members of diverse groups,
even under adverse conditions. Acts as an inter.

6-. disciplinary facilitator or coupler, and accelerates
7- group progress by clarifying complex problems and

resolvingdeadlocks. Always maintains a superior
information flow in timely fashion. Always uses
knowledge of the organizational environment and

-the existing informal channels in effectively work.
6- [la ,with and relating to others.

AVERAGE POTENTIAL - The employee's writing
lis usually :orrect in grammar, spelling, sentence

Ilstructure aid punctuation. Ideas are usually ex-
- -pressed cltarly because of good word choice and

logical organization. Final drafts seldom need to
Pm IVERAGE POTENTIAL -The employee is coop.

Iterstive and diplomatic towards others. Assists in
3- group progress toward its goal byasking pertinent

4- - questions, responding to questions by others, and

iontributing tothe resolution of issues. Maintains
n good information flow. utilizing both formal and

2- rmal organizational channels.

3-

LOW POTENTIAL- The employee's writing
requires frequent revision due to sentence struc-

1- .-- Jture or punctuation. Ideas are often not clearlyL expressed because of poor word choice end 2-
nization.

LOW POTENTIAL - The emnployee is usually
ineffective in dealing with interpersonal problems
and in making positive contributions to group

1- progress. Does not always maintain an adequate
flow of information with those whose work is
interrelated. Does not always present a favorable
professional image.

Ago poll *? VAge ore Pa6e9
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FACTOR S- WORK LEADERSHIP FACTOR 9 - PERSONNEL MANAGEMENT & EEO
(SulpervaorsMan gers and other designated omployes') COMIMITMENT

(Supervisorsianaera")
This factor evaluates the employee's potential for pro.
motion based upon how well the employee influences and This factor evaluates the employee's potential for pro-
motivates subordinates or other personnel to work efec. motion based upon how well the employee carries out
tivelv. both individually and in teams. Work leadership personnel management responsibilities. Personnel man-

includes such areas as monitoring the work of other agement includes such areas as recruiting candidates;

employees; providing guidance to them; giving them filling positions on the basis of merit; encouraging and

understanding of overall goals; and providing opportunities assisting subordinater to set and pursue -their career
for participation, goals; encouraging and assisting employees' training and

career development; giving valid performance ratings and

STEPS counseling; and securing recognition for desering sub-
ordinates or takit.j corrective actions for inadequate

IGH POTENTIAL - The employee gains a very performance. EEO and Affirmative Action are elements

high level of respect and confidence from subordi. of all personnel management responsibilities.

nates and accepts total responsibility for their STEPS
efforts. Insures that everyone understands how
their work relates to larger organiational sHIGH POTENTIAL - The employee aggressively

- and max mizesthe opportunityfor all to contribute,. searches for outstanding candidates to fill open
Review. subordinates' work and deals effectively positions, from both inside and external to the
with st.)frdinates whose output ranges from out- organization. Actively identifies subordinates'
standin- to very marginal. Stimulates enthusiasm, training needs and encourages subordinates' pi.
creativi y. and effective self management. fessional growth and career progression. Pro-

7- vides frequent counseling, guidance and perform.

ance feedback. Either motivates a poor performer
to do better work or takes appropriate corrective
action. Aggressively utilizes all available forms

S 6- of recognition to reward outstanding performers
-Actively supports organization's Affirmative

Action Plan.

C,7ZA POTENTIAL -The employee normally 5 -VI IVNTA %

end accepts responsibility for their efforts, Re. j quately fills open positions on the basis of the

views their work and provides meaningful guidance. ! candidates' merit. Is alert totrainingopportunities

Guidance is often sought out. Leads routine group for subordinates and encourages their participe-

efforts well and non-routine efforts adequately. 4-. tion. Conducts required appraisals and provides
adequate subordinate counseling. Secures recog-
nition for really outstanding performers and takes

3- appropriate correction action for noticeably poor
performers. Actively supports the requirements of

3- the organization's Affirmative Action Plan.

2-LOW POTENTIAL - Employee superficially oval.
2- 2_ ates qualifications of candidares when filling

open positions. Attaches low priority to subordi-

LOW POTENTIAL - The employee has little nates' career goals, training. growth and profes.
beneficial influence on subordinates and some. stonal progression, but will usually agree to sub.
times avoids responsibility for their efforts. ordinates' self-initiated training plans. Must be
Usually accepts responsibility for routine group pushed by supervisor to accomplish required ap.
tasks, but avoids responsibility for complex or praissls and seldom provides adequate counseling.

1controversial tasks. Almost never seems to have the time required to
secure recognition for outstanding perforgaw.

Passively supports organization's Affirmtlt'
Action Plan.

**Employees designated by the rater and by the reviewing supervisor as having some form of responsibility

for the work of others.
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FWCTOR 10 - PERFORMANCE UNDER PRESSURE FACTOR II- WORK OUTPUT

This factor evalustesthe employee's potential for promo. This factor evaluatesthe employee's potential for promo-
tion based on how well the emplovee's usual performance lion based upon total work output. Work output includes
is maintained under pressure. Sources of pressure in- quality, quantity, and timeliness. It also includes cow-
elude time and/or resource constraints; changing condi. pliance with'relevant regulations, directives, policies,
trns; high level visibility; unclear task requirements; and instructions and deadlines from supervisors. Quality

and other adverse conditions, includes the extent to which th, work demonstrates use

of basic technical/ professional knowledge and appro.
STEPS prate new developments in the employee's field and

related felds,
F H POTENTIAL - The employee is always
flexible enough to handle all high pressure situs- STEPS

itOlIs and accepts them as part of the job. Con-
- sidets these as challenges and delivers high f ""G POTENTIAL - The employee constantly

- quality products/services. No issue is so fori- demonstrates an outstanding ability to properly
dablethatit degrades performance. Has a stabili- mix the interdependent requirements for quality,
zing influence on co-workers during periods of qi antity and availabletime to produce an optimum
stress. e: d product substantially in excess of expecta-

-tions. Consistently reflects a thorough under.
6.- 7- si nding of new technologies and their applica.

.Ijns in own and related fields. Employee's
technical advice and assistance is repeatedly
sc-ught by others. Wotksiways reflects knowledge

S of regulations, directives and policies and only

6-c casionally are brief instructions from super-

vIsor required.

,OVERACE POTENT!41. - The employee accepts

presA,.:re uat:' .v4 v"en faced with them and

4-l erformri well. :A c.,,c-,ned by potential high. S
I e evie-%s of work ,",tp,-. but prepares for themd eli v n~~~~~~ a " aF ,.:, u l t .. A V E R A G E P O T E N T I AL_ - T h e e m p lo y e e c a n b e

wk 4ev. g'oedod quality. Ideendd uonn t n nrnwu-. a re/ann"ahl n,,astitv

o' acceptable quality work, on time. with minimal

supervision. Employee's work usually reflects
3- 4-! Jpolicies, regulations, organizational operating

|instructions and supervisory guidance. Work

demonstrates an acceptable level of expertise in
own area of specialzation and a working knowl-

2- •edge of relateo
4 

technologies.

rLOW POTENTIAL - The employee loses effec-
tiveness when routine is interrupted by need for

changing requirements/emphasis, or when
I- addressing a high priority, short lead-time prob- 2-

lem. Requires supervisory bolstering/ assistance.
Avoids high pressure assignments or always has LOW POTENTIAL - The employee requtres ex-

reasons why he/she should not be assigned them. cessive t T h c mplot ruie ta
civ time to complete most routtie tasks.

Output is of minimally acceptable quality. Super-
I- visor must frequently remind employee of organi-

zational policy and prior instructions, and provide
guidance as to appropriate quality/ quantity/timeL.ud& offs.

ASO 0R5 367 PaAOG a Or a PAcS
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APPENDIX B

MERIT PROMOTION APPRAISAL SYSTE4
RATING FORM B (TECHNICAL)
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MERIT PROMOTION APPRAISAL SYSTEM
FORM B

6, ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ Dl 0M9LwF14-MadtMfe)1 APPRAISAL

______________________________________PER1OD or SUPERVIION

ORGANIZATION VRwITo

NAMiE/ TITLE 00' IMMEDIATE SUPERVISOR

NAME / TITLE Ofr fktVt& NO SUPERVISOR

INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETING SUPERVISOIRY APPRAISAL

The Air Force Merit Promotion Program requires the immediate or first level supervisor to complete an appraisal an
each employee supervised. This Supervisory Appraisal system has bee" Jesigned to help the supervisor make WAd
recoid the required merit promotion appraial.

Steps -in coerpletirrq the I.atm:

1. Supervisor enters the required date on the top of this page.
2. Supervisor reviews each faictor and determines the proper rating as discussed in the next section.

Circle the .roparr step in the box on page a2. Circle N/A if a rating factor is not applicable.
3. Have the appraisal reviewed by the nest higher level supervisor; resolve differences; both supervisors

sign and drte the form in the space provided on page a 2.
4. Show and discuss the appraisal with the emloyee, have the employee also sign on page 02.
S. Complete the card punch data required as noted in the insrructions on pae P2.
&. ToN off pages I and 2 and send to ASD / DPCE.. unless given oth.rr instructions.

Rarind Employee Polerii:I Each of the eleven Merit Promotion Appraisal Factors consists of three pectic
1. A basic factor definition found in the first sentence of the definition;
2. Subifactors ;a the remainder Of the definition which represent activities related to the basic factor defini.

tion* and
3. A seven sten riing scale.

As ant example. consider Factor I - Self Management. This factor relatess to how well the employee orgaiies,
schedules, and accomplishes own work. Self Management includes such aulattors as the use of resources,
setting priorities, coping with change, asauning responsibility, and amount of supervision required. Some
assignments may not allow the employee to display performance in all five of these subifactors. Some work
assignments may involve performance related to Self Management, but not specifically covered by any of the
subfactors. The supervisor must decide which apects of the employee's periormancet are in the basic factor
definition anM should be incluaded in the ratios.

The supervisor's rating of the employee's potential muast be based on his or her knowledge of the employee'sa
current performance. In accordance with CSC regulations, the Mterit Promotion Appraisal factors have been
carefully designed to focus on elements of the employee's job which are, important for success in higher-level
work.

When raringl the employee's potential, the supervisor should give appropriate consideration to the complexity
mnd diversity of the work required at the employee's grade level. For example, proficiency at work of a psxrtic.
ula, level of complexity and diversity might indicate high potential for a G.S. 7 Engineer. However. this sames
level of proficiency would indicate Low potential for the job of a G.S. 13 Engineer.

The task of the supervisor, in using the Merit Promotion Appraisal Factors, is to rate on a scale of seven stops
the employee's potential for success in higher level work. Scale steps One. Four and Seven provide examples
of low, average and high levels of perfornance for some of the suif actors. Steps Two, Three. Five aid Six
represent intermediate degrees of potential.

Continuing with Factor I - Self Management as an example:
Step 1. Low Potential - The employee is able to organize and schedule routine work adequately. but irseally

requires supervisory assistance in organizing more difficult work and in setting priorities. Supervisory
Intervention is required to insure either completion of the effort or stonping the effort before the
point of diminishing return*.
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biep 4. Average Potential - The emploiee is adapt. FACTOR I - SELF MAKNAGEENT
able to changing conditions and unforeseen
ev-ents in organizing and schcduhrg ro.Jtine
work. The supervisor ccasionali- assists the This factor evaluates the employee's

employee in planning for more difficult work. potentisl for promtion based upon
The employee takes considerable initiative for how well the employee organizes,
managing own final work through completion, schedules, and accomplishes own work.

Step 7. High Potential - The employee's organization Self Management includes such areas
of work always results in the most efficient use as the use or available resources;
of time. Is roey adaptable to constantly chang-  setting priorities amon activities;
ing workloads and unpredictable contingencies, coping with changing condition. and
adjusting priorities accordingly, and the super.
visor is never required to revise the employee's unforeseen events; and assuming re-
plans. Assumes full responsibility for all sponcibility for the completion of
aspects of assigned tanks. assuring that the one's own work.
output meets the needs of the requestir.

One of two approaches can be tak en in rating an em- STEPS

ployee on a given factor. One approach is to consider
the factor as a whole and rate the employee's performance
relative to the basic factor definition based on your over- HIGH POTENTIAL - Is always found
all impression. Using this approach, you would decide working on the highest priority
between a rating at Step2 and a rating at Step 3 by simply or most important task. When
looking at Steps I and 4 and deciding whether the em. faced with a delay, for whatever
ployee is closer to being just above Step I or just belowStep 4. reases., immediately redirects

attent'c." to other importpnt
A second approach is to ratethe.employee on each of the work, or otherwise uses time con-
subfactors which apply and then average these ratings. sctvsl:. Requests supervisory
Let us consider a very simplified example of how 

two

emplovees might be rated on Self Management usinp this 7- reassignment to higher priority
approach. I he tirat empioyee is reasunaunoy ot,taule g-:. ----- "-------. - ..u_.

to changing conditions but has never produced a finiahed Assumes full responsibi.Ity for -

product without major supervisory intervention. The all aspects of assigned tasks, yet
second employee is reasonably adaptable to changing aecloizes woe supervior y de-
conditions, has never needed a push to get the job rcsonize wen seuprvi ,so;r e-

finished, but often times needs assistance in deciding isions are required. Astures that
which of several tasks deserves most of his or her - the product represents ths best

attention. The two employees would be rated as follows: possible trade-off betweeai quality

Employee Iand timeliness.

Employee Behavior Scale Step
Reasonably adaptable to changing conditions 4
Never produced a finished product without major 5'-

supervisory intervention
Average 2 or 3

Employee II
Employee '3ehvior Scale Step AVERAGE POTENTIAL - Sometimes requires

Reasonably adaptable to changing conditions 4 Supetrvisory assistance to determine if
Never needed a push to get the job finished 7 4- he or she should redirect attention to
Often needed assistance in deciding ,,hich of other work. Assures that the Product
several tasks deserved most of his or her meets both the quality and schedule re-
attention ' 3 quirements.

Average o4 S 3-

As noted earlier, the performance rated may include
aspects related to the basic factor definition, but not
specifically-covered by any of the subfactors.

Whichever rating method is used, the supervisor must 2-
arive at a single rating for each factor which refiresents
his or her best judgement of the employee's potential for LOW POTNIAL - lut be frequently re-
success in higher level work, relative to each basic
factor definition. Furthermore, the supervisor must be minded to work on the most appropriate
prepared to explain to the employee, using specific task. Supervisory intervention is re-
examples of the employee's job performace, why the l quired to insure either completion of
employee was rated as he she was. . the effort or stopping the effort be-

fore the point of diminishing returns.
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FACTOR 2 - WORK ADMINISTRATION FACTOR 3 - PROBUX ANALStZS
(Supervisors and other designated employ-

eoe)O This factr evaluates the eployee's
potential for promotion based upon

This factor evaluates the employee's how veil the employee identifieS

potential for pramotion based upon problem and proposes solutions,

how well the employee organizes and approaches, or Interpretations to

schedules the work of others. Work fit the situation. Problem Analysts

Administration includes such areas includes sur, areas as identifying

as assigning duties and establishing problems; collecting relevant data;

goals for others; following progress and proposir , solutions which con-

and changing assign
m

ents accordingly; aider the important trade-offs Or

and assuming responsibility for the conflicting requirements; and utills-

work of others. ing innovati e approaches When eoes-

sary. (DeciJlng amng alternative

STEPS solutions is not included is this
factor.)

HIGH POTENTIAL - Is able to organ- ITMis* work and schedule assinments

for maximm OccAMplishmeflt. Takes
into account the critical elements HIGH PO'ENTIAL - Quickly and

of the task and other foreseeable accurst lt recognizes which prob-

difficulties that could affect les ar oat important and identiftes

personnel assignments or project the factors which mst be considered for
schedule. Handles unforeseen 7- a solution. Is alert to alternate ap-

problems, yet recognizes when the proaches. Pecognizea differing e-
supervisor should be Consulted. lationsh~pe among the factors, and pro-

poses Oftimal solutions. Consistently
Propose, ueeful or innovative approaches,
but doe. not propose complex solutions
- sPiple problem.

5-

work ad -tcnedulps nst assiernentr
for maximum accomplishment, but AVERACL POTENTIAL - Identifies problem,

occasionally requires supervisory Collects the required data or information
4- assistance in order to Identify 4- and proposes solutions which consider met

factors that could interfere with of the important trade-offs, with little
project completion. Consults auPervisorY assistance. Vi 11 occaionatly
supervisor when unforeseen problems sugest useful or innovative appros thm to
ar1se, Solving problems.

3-

2-

2
LwV PowrrrAL - Needs close super- LOW OETA-Anlzsadppoevision to Insure that work is " "
acceptably organized and scheduled. I- pble solutions for rftine Prob-

e. dos not seek supervisoryfrequent assistance
Osistante Ue il the stuation is for More difficult problem. Shows little

ositac h l tesiutini reativity or innovatiocn.
IOut of hand. rtitYOinoao.

*Flspoyem designated by the roter and by the reviewing supervisor go
having Sa" form of responibility for the work of others.
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FACTOR 4'- DECISION RAXIN FACTOR S - SPEAKING ABILITY
(Supervisors and other designated employes)' This factor evaluates the emPloyees

-his factor evaluates the e ployee.'* potential for promotion based upon
pOtenti.l for promotion based upon how ability to communicate events an
well the employee evaluates solutions (own ideas when talking. Speaking ability
or others') and makes decisions. Decision includes such areas as being concise.
Making Includes such areas as considering clear. 500 well orgaised.
pertinent factors; recognizing significant
effects of proposed solutions; recognizing STEPS

ohen problem analysis and solution genera-
tion has been adequate; and asking d*cislonsin a timely manner. HIGH POWTIAL - Conveys Ideas by

talking in a clear and concise
STEPS 7- manner. Describes events and pro-

-c'dures well. and responds to quo,-
N 0 ons directly. is highly effective~IHZg POTSNKUAL - horemiiy reviews during meetings and informl die-various poesIble solutions to problems. 6- ssons.

evalust*S the trade-off.s and considere 6-
7- Possible impact of the different a]-

ternatives. hecognises when alternative
aPPrOaches may have been neglected and
if the decision should be delayed for
superdoery review. Consistently makes S-

6- timel., and hiIh quality decisions.

4. -VERA GE POTENTIAL - The emyloyee um-
- - ally conveys ideas clearly and answers

i:ueetons directly.
AVERAG POTENTIAL - For moat problems.
the employee reviews the various identl-

A- fied solutions, and evaluates reasonable
t-ade.Offa and the impact of the differ-
ent ---.-- ... .r MAU so-equate decisions.

3- 2-

LOW POTENTIAL - The employee is often
2- -hard to understand.

LOW POTERTA . tvilumte possible solu-
ticns in routine situations. considers

1- relevant alternatives, and makes accep-
table decisions. In non-routine sitUa-tIs. is often reluctant to woa

imely decision or makes poor decisions.

exploysE designated by the rater and by the reviewing supervieor an
having soe form of decision makling responsibility.
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VACTOR 7 - VOW ING RtLATI HMFS

fTIN~ G A 91LT Y This factor evaluate * the eOploy OeW

.is fact€. evaluate the eaployee's potential for prOmotion based upoA

potential for prOMOtiOn based upon ho, well the employee works Vi"'

mcitttc express ideas in wrltif. other people, both individuallY and

W.-iting ,L.ity 
includes such areaS

aludte such ares 
s woking vith 

swper-

'd Well orzanized. 
visors, peers, subordinates# supportU l

staff personnel. 
end others such as base

SE PS 
nd contractor persofnnl.

HIGH POTETIAM. - lnfoZUmtiof is STPSM _ Always sAintain

- consistenlY expresse legibly. r w elatinsips.

€lea.'-y and conci
s e l

y
."  

V 7under adverse conditins

AV' G PO:7NTZAL - tnfomttion

is usually legible and ideas arem '.VE a P M N , is u sualy C-

usua ly 
expressed 

clearly.

A. oper..kve and 
diplomatic to ards

3- 
otheo in the work settito

2-

IW poTE-4TIAL - EmploTee's writ-

S ing s=y be illegible and he/h

is often ujzuble to expres S'",es

clearlY. Lo .,

WsP~n flL-Til lt in group settings, 15",an'1always present 6 favorable Prot,
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FACTOR a - Vw LZEA SUP FACTOR - PERSONNEL AND IEO COMT13NT
(Suporvisors and other desilatd anplyss)f (Supervisors only)

This factor evaluates the employ*'s This factor evaluates the employee's

potential for prmotion based upon how potential I ir promotion based upon how
well the employee influence$ and moti- veil the employee carrYes out personnel
vates subordinates or other personnel management responSibilIties. Personnel
to work effectively. both individually Management includes Such areas as filling
and in teams. Work Leadership includes positions on the basis of merit; encourag-
suc% areas-as monitoring the work of lng and assiting subordinates to set and
other employees; providing guidance to pursue their career goals; giving realistic
them; giving them understanding of gols; performance ratings and counseling; and
and providing opportunitis for Participa- initiating actions to secure recognition
tion. for deserving subordinates or taking

corrective actions for inadequate per-
STEPS formance. EEO and Affirmative Action

are elements of all personnel management

HIGH POTENTIAL - Gains a very high responibilities.

level 3f respect and confidene
from subordinates and accepts Fe-
sponsibilit7 for their efforts.
Insure that everyone understande HIGH POTENTIAL - Actively identifies

7- how U sir work relates to the work =tstandinAg candidates to fill open
-,of ott.re In the group, and smi- $oitiona. Actively identifies sub-

mizer the opportunity for all to C¢dinates' training needs and encourags
contriouts. Reviews subordinates' f: AOrdinates' professional growth 3M
work tnd deals effectively with oreer progression. Provides frequent
subordinates who's output ranges 7- counseling. guidance and performance
from 3utstanding to very margAl.l, ftedback. Either motivates a poor per-
Stimul ites enthusiasm, creativity. f) .',er to do better work or takes appro-
and elfective aself-awnam ewlt. Friate corrective action. Aggressively

6 utilizes all available forms of rscogni-
"On to reward outstanding performers.
,tivtly Supports and participates in
crtanization's Affirmative Action Plan.

AVER.Z POTITIAL - Normal 1j gains

respect and confidence from subordin-
a- . ates and accepts responsibility for 5-

their w... wie *jprvgres ..... .. uteyhm oe
I . UL . Positions on the basis of candidate's merit.

3-s alert to training opportunities for sub-
_- ordinates and enCOurages their participation,

Conduct& appraisals as required and provide

2- adequate subordinate counseling. Secures
recognition fcr really outstanding per-

1- piyL iL - Has little beneficial flormers. Actively supports the rsquire-
fl nm subordinates and sometimes 3- ments of the organization-s Affirmative

avo rponsibility for their efforts. Action Plan.

LOW POTENTIAL - Does not fully
2- consider the qualifications of all

candidates when filling open poli-
tion. Attaches low priority to
subordinates' career goals train-
Ing, growth and professional pro-

gresslon but wllI usually agre to
subordinatas' self Initiated train-
ing Plans. Must be pushed by super-
visor to accomplish required ap-
praisals and alm st never aeB to
have the time required to secur
recognition for outstanding per-
formers. Passively supports or.
Sanitation's Affirmative Action
Plan.

Wuployvees designated by the rater and by the reviwing super'ieor as having some
form of responsibility for the work of others.
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FACTOR 10 - PFEROR N D JZ R p5PRESS rACTOR ii - WM OUTPT

'his factor *valuatei the employee's This factor evaluetes the employeeCs

potential fc promotion based upon how potential for promotion based upon

well tne or.a;cyes usual performance s total work output. Work Output in-

raintaine4 us4r pressure. %curtes of cludes quality, quantity, and tiue-*

rrsessur include tip, and/or resource linesa. It also includes compliance

constrints. and other adverse condi- 
with relevant regulations# directiveaq

tions.polici 
es, anrd instrutions an dead-

lInes frva supervisor. Quality in-

STEPS 
cludeS the extent to which the work

demonstrates use of basic technical
knowledge and new developments in

HIGH POYZTIAL - Is always flexible the Miployee'n field.

enouh to handle all high pressure
s5 tiotuat ad accepts them As part

of the job. Con ders these as

chaliers nd delivers hig~h qulity IIG POTENTIAL - Constantly demOn"-

products/services. Issues are seldom trates an outStaniili ability to

so formidatle that they degsde per- 
srsduc an t end ability to

foroce 4a astailiingin produce an optiu edpoUtt sub-

forance a a stablsuing in- sBtntislal in excess of normal IX-

fluence o cowrKers durfng periods 7- pecttio ns. work consistehntly r-

Of stresS. .3 t& a thorough UnderStanding Of

rev technologies or regulati Ons and

their application in own field.
sEmployee's technical advice andi sy a n c a r e r e p e e dl y % u gh t

b- others.
6- lass

AVERAGE DCNTIAL - Accepts pressure

situations w.en faced with them ad

performs w 11. Does not antasonise

otkmr personnel during periods of S-

stress. streeloVCA Gt POMMIZ]AL -Can be c4,49d

of acceptable quality work. Work

demonstrates an acceptable level of
technical knowledge.

3-

LOW POTWFIAL -The employee loses

effectiveness e routine is itkr-
rMup, cr nhend adressing &ei LOW POTENTIAL - Requires excessive

priority short eaad t t time to complete moet routine tows.

qpires s vorlea ti bolsterias. 6ste-t oouput is of inally acceptable

Avoids r- gh pressure assignments or 44- oualit. Rqe st

ways has reasons why such asiMsatte

should rot be gives thea.
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MERIT PROMOTION APPRAISAL SYSTEM
PORK C

u*MI~~~ IL.. 0 F,. -P RAId JrnAi

ORGAIiZAT'ION (T. M..fi-v FFlo

POSIich~ (IT. .- ene-o

INSTRUCTIONS POR COMPLETING SUPERVISORY APPRAISAL
(RETURN TO ASDI'DPCE)

The Air For.* Merit Promotion Piogremn requires thre immediate or first level supervisor to complete an appraisal on
each employe supervised. This Supervisory Appraial system ;kas been designed to help the supervisor make and
record the rprquired merit promotion appraisal.

Steps in coarpleting the tons:

L Supervisor enters the required data on the top of this page.
Z. Supervi sor reviews each factor and detenrines the proaper rating as discussed in the next section.

Circl-t the proper step in the box on page 92. Circle N/A' if a rating factor is not applicable.
3. Have the appraisal reviewed by the next higher level supervisor. resolve differences; both super.

%-tsors sign and date the formn in the space provided on page NZ,
4. Showv anrd discuss the appraisal with the employee, have the employee also sign on page #2.
S. If th- employee does not already have a copy of ASD Fo -m 389. please Live them one.
6. Comuplete the card punch data reqired ats noted in thre inarructions on page N2.

7. Tesr off pages 1 and 2 and send to ASD/DPCE, unless given other instructiona,

Rating Employee Putesxu

Each of the eight Merit Promotion Appraisal Factors consists of three parts:
L A basic factor definition found in the first sentence of the definition;
2. Subfactors in the remainder of the definition which represent activities related to the basic factor definition;

and
I. A seven step rating scale.

As ani example, consider Factor I - Self Management. This factor relates to how well the employee Organizes,
schedules, and accomplishes own work. Self Management includes such subfactors as setting priorities, makting
appropriate decisions, assuming responsibility, and development of filing systems. Some assignmnents may trat
allow the employee to display performance in all four of these subfactors. Some wonk assignments may involve
performance related to Seff Management. but not specifically covered by any of the subfactoms The supervisor mrost
decide which aspects of the employee's performance are in1 the basic factor definition and should be included in
the rsting.

The arpervisor's rating of the employee's potential must be based on his or her knowledge of the employee's
crret perfonnance. In accordance with CSC regulations, the Mornt Promotion Appraisal Factors have bae

carefully designed to focus onr elements of the employee's job which are important for success in higher-level
wodi

When rating the employee's potential, the supervisor should give appropriate consideration to the complexity and
diversity of the work required at the employee's grade level, For example, paiiciency at work of a particuar level
of complexity and diversity might indicate high potential for a G.S. 7 Engineer. However, this same level of pwo
ficiency would indicate low potential for the job of a O.S. 13 Engineet

The task of the supervisor, an using the Merit Psimotiont Appraisal Factors is to rat* on a scale of seven @ae
the employee's Potential for success in higher level wort. Scale steps One, Four aid Seven provide examiples of
low, average and high levels of peformanice for some of the aublactors. Steps Two, Three, Five and Six represent
inteanediate degrees of potential.

Continued on page 3
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Continuing with Factor I -Self Management. as sat Whichever rating method is used, the supervisor must
exauple: arrve at a single rating for each factor which represents

1. Lw Ptenial Mut b frquenly emided his or her best judgement of the employee's potential for
Stop 1.LwPtnil-Ms efeunl eidd success in higher level wont, relative to each basic

to work on the most appwpopute task. Super- factor definition, Furthermore, the supervisor must be
visory intervention is required to insure either prepared to espisan to the emtployee. using specific
completion of the effort or stopping the effort examples of the employee's job performance, why the
before the point of diministhing returns. employee was rated as he/she was.

Step 4L Average Potential - Sometimesmrquires suev.
visort' assistance to detrmnine if he or she FACTOR I - SELF MANAGEMENT
should redirect attention to other woik. Assures
that the output meets both the quality and This factor evaluates the employee's potential (fr
schedule r equi rements promotion based upon how well the employee organizes.

schedules, and accomplishes own work. Self ManagementStep 7. High Potential - Is always found working on includes such areas as setting workc priorities; making
the highest prionty or most important task. When appropriate decisions; assuming the responsibility and
faced with a delay, for whatever reason. imme'. taking the initiative for completion of own work; and the
diately redirects attention to other important development of filing, and control or tracking systems.
work, or otherwise uses time constructively.
Assumes full responsibility for all aspects of STEPS
assignied tasks, yet recognizes when supervisory
decis~ons sre required. Assures that the output HIGH POTENTIAL - Is always found worting
teprencnits the best possible trade-off between on the highest priority or most important task.
quality and timelinerss. When faced with a delay, for whatever reason.

One of two spiaches csn betaken in rating an employee immediately redirects attention to other important
on a given facior. One approach is to consider the factor 7 -work, or otherwise uses time constructivelyj.
as a whole and rate the employee's performance relative Assumes full responsibility for all aspects of
to the basic factor definition based on your overall im- assigned tasks, yet recgnizes when supervisory
presaton. tisit C this approach. you would decidebetween
a rating at Step 2 and a rating at Step 3 by simply looking decisions are required, Assures that the output
a: Steps I ar.1 4 and deciding whether the employee is represents the best possible trade-off between
closer to being. just above Step I or just below Step 4. quality and timeliness.

A second Wp zoach is to ratethe enployee on each of the
subiactors whicht andoy %nd then average these ratings.
Let us consider a very simplified example of how two
employees might be rated on Self Management using this
approach. The. first annilovee is usually found working S,
on the highest priority work, but has never tiorced a -

riniatued piodnct itnour major supervisory intervention.
The second employee has never needed a push to get the
job finished, but often needs assistance in deciding AVERAGE POTENTIAL - Sometimes requires
which of several tasks deserves most of his or het supervisory assistance to detetmine if he or she
attention. The two employees would be rated as follows 4-- should re-direct attention to other work. Assure
Employee I that the output meets both the quality and

Employee Behavior Scale Step schedule requi rements.
Usually found working on the highest

ptiodry work 4
Never produced a finished product without 3..

major supervisory intervention I
Average 2 orf

Employee 11
Employee Behavior Scale Step 2-

Never needed a push to get flue job
finished 7

Often needed assistance in deciding LWPTNIL-Ms efeunl eid
which of several tasks deserved most LWPTNIL Ms efeunl eid
of his ather attention 3 ad to work on the moat appiopti ate taskt. Sup.,

Average S 1- visory intervention is required to insure either
completion of the effort or stopping the effietAs noted earlier, the perfonnance rated may include me. before the point of diminishing returns.

pacts reated to the basic factor definition, but not
specifically covered by any of the sulactors,

assP~r emPaet aor? ast&
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FACTOR 2 - 11ORK ADMINISTRATION FACTOR 3 - PERSONAL ASSISTA.NC ACTIVITIES
(Dea emoed employees') fFS-O3l8 SferefirS oilY)

This factor evaluates the employee's Potential for pKo.. This factor evaluates the employee's potential for prof-
motion based on how well the emiployee provi des guidance motion based upon participaion in the management of
to other personnel. Work Administration includes such tke supen.isor's pfograr or Immediate office as & pet-
areas as reviewing the work of other employees for sonal assistant. The personal assistant role involves
conformance to applicable regulations and operating applying a thorough knowledge of the supervisor'5 views
piocedurtes, and for accuracy. clarity. grammnar, and aind policies in, Such areas as composing routine
spelling; pro~iding, technical guidance and training on cortespandence, and repotr, scheduling aid prepacnni
internal policies ai.d procedures as required and estab. for appointments and meetings; acting as a liason
Liar'irng and changing workload priorities to accoaiodate between supervisor and those reporting to him/ her, sad
changing conditions and unforeseen events, between supervisor and other offices; routi ng corresponi-

dence to subordinate offices and reviewing crfespono
STEPS dcnce p -spared for supervisor's signature

HiGH POTENTIAL - When indeantnating. STEPS
training. reviewing or introducing change, the POETA -Patcpesi th
employee pir'vides explanations aid exanmples at HIGH POETA -Patcpesi th
an appiopriate pace to insure proper implamen management of the supervisor's paegra. thereby
tation. Assisres new or unanticipated wat is reiieving the supervisor of handling time cont-

accor.plisliei. Thoroughly reviews the work of 3aing, non-technicel task. Is alert to and
therpero-ne an taks apropiat ~.ircognizes situations requiting immediate atten-

othe peso.--landtake apropiateacton. 7-- to.I. Because of extensive knowledge of suiser.
Encourages and guides other employees' cateer 'trsvesadplceat ssprio'

deveopmn~ i copertionwit suprviorsrepresentative in dealings with high level pet-

6- resPonsible for these d"'Ployees. e-nl. Provides information and guidance to
acting" supervisors and other personnel in the

6- bsence of the siperviact.

AERAGE POTENTIAL - Adequately indoc.

ta n risepoesb hwn AVERAGE POTENTIAL - Participates in the
basic surct-nietecial and answering questions.
infonms other ertolnivees of chanites in colicies r.uiagenient of the supervisor's imrmediate office,

4- -and proced.res. Insures that rouitine worit is b.. "- 1r. W .*w. 6 dal

accomiplished, and that new or unanticipated wor ing with complex issues. Takes account of the
is cmpltedwithminmaldisuptins.Revewsimportance of the subject matter in dealing with

the work of other employees and usually takes corrspondence and requests for appointments.

appropriate acin Proe res routinecorrespondeice without guidance.
Tracks progress and takes rncessary actions to
assure that due dates are- met, including periodic

3- requircements.

2--

~W POTENTIAL -Must be pushed to indbc-

Itranate or train other employees and avoids LZW POTENTIAL -Requires supervisory
answering their questions. Provides minimal guidance when dealing with all but routine itaes.
review of the wont of other personneal.' 1-- Isa not consistently effective in carrying out pes-

sonial assistant role becauis of marginal knowl.
edge, or mso-applicstion of the supervimrs views
Mod policks

*Employees designated by the rater and by the reviewing supervisor an having somse loan of rempo sibIlity
for the work of others,

AO O P0 PAneR 40Of Pants
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FACTOR 4 - INFORMATION PROCESSNG FACTOR S - ODMMUNICATION
(C"EV Specalists only) This factor evaluates the employes potential for pro-

This factor evaluates the employee's potenial lpic.- motion based upon ability to express ideas when speak-
motion based upon how well thre employee processes Eing of writingl. and based upon how well inquiries ad
infortaauion in a specialized field. The work may in- sensitive iniontion are handled. Commrunicaion ability
clude collecting and compiling inkiistiton; analyzing, includes such areas as conciseness6 city,ogsZotioa
interrpreting. and summarizing information; making oral or f id grammatical accurscy.
written recomimendations in light of pertinent reguilatioits
and policies; taking action and providing input for fonmal STEPS

repots ad bufing. HIGH POTENTIAL - Wr ttao and veibal cor-

STEPS munications are consisn atly of the highest

VIGHPOTNTIA - uicky ad acuraelyquality, Telephone calls are handled courteouly
HIGHPOTNTIA - uicky ad acuraelywith prompt transfer of information of referral to

identifies the factors which must be considered. 7-- apiropriate office. Uses good judgment in
Is alert to alternate approaches and recognizes responding to questions which involve otgarizo

7-- novel aelationships, among factors. Frequently tional policies, individual privacy, and other
proposes useful or innovative approaches in Lensitive mnforation.
acosnince with applicabrle regulations and
peolice-.6

6-

AV'ERAGE POTENTIAL - Identifies and A-! VeRehn a llnhade court~el. s{-adequate judgement in respoding to questions
clarifits factors, collects the required information J which involve organizational policies, individualI>4-- and makes proposals or takes action with normal privacy and other sensitive infounatio.
suoerviqorv assistance Rrpgularty suggests us.

3--

2- LOW POTENTIAL - Sometimes had difficulty

2- eqirig ideas or relaying information is a clear
and well organised manner. Telephone calls ane
sometimes handled improperly, auci as leaving

LOW POTENTIAL -Analyses information and the caller on hold hor long periods of time. not
makes adequate proposals or takes action for taking complete information. or not offering to
routine issues, but requires considerable asas. take messages. Occasionally reaponds inappoo-
tane far more difficult areas. Occasionally pnately to questions involving organizastional
suggests unantcipatad or irnnovative approaches policies, individual privacy, or other sensitive
or actiona. [information.

"sa Pam11 pheeg sorPA41
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FACTOR 6 -WORKING RELATIONSHIPS FACTOR 7 - PERFORMIANCE UNDER PRESSURE

This f(ctor evaluates the employee's potential for pmo- This factor evaluates the employee's potential for pro.
motion based u.pon how well the emiployee works with motion based upon how well the employer's usual pet,
people, both individually and in groups. Working Rela. fonnance is maintained under pressure. Sourcesl of
tionships includes working with supervisors. other pressure may include criangting conditions, tUne and
clerical or secretarial personnel. support and staff resource constraints and other adverse conditions.

personnel. contractor representatives and other visitors. HSHTEPTAS I xreeyfexbei

HIGH POTENTIAL - Is exceptionally skilled Ihandling various high pressure situations and
at creating harmonious relationships with others, accepts them as part of the job. Considers such
even under adverse conditions. Maintains a high 7-- situations as challenging mid delivers high
degree of cooperation, using knowledge of the quality watit without disniption of assigned
organizational environment end existing intone al tasks. H~as a stablizing influence on co-workers
channels, dring periods of stress.

6- 6

5- S

AVERAGE POTENTIAL -Is courteous and
diplomatic toward others. Assists in gioup jAVERAGE POTENTIAL -Accepts pressure

4 -progress b/ skling peitinent questions. being 4- situations when faced with then. Delivers quality
receptive * suguestions ofoithers and ontributing Lrk with minimal disruption of routine tskls.
to the ma~lution of issues. Cooperative with

others whose work is interielated.

2- 2-

LOW POTENTIAL - Is often intffective in
dealing with interpersonal poobluris end in makting LOW POTENTIAL -Effectiveness is redued
positive contributions to group progress. Does when routine is interrupted by changing requaire

I-- not always maintain an adequate flow of info=*s. 1 mns'nhas rhg roiy lotedt
tion to those whose work is interrelated Does assignments. Avoids high pressure assignments.
not always prestent a favorable pitifessional
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FACTOR 8 - WORK OUTPUT

This factor evaluates the employe'es potential for po.
motion based upon total work output. Work Output in.
dudes qualitv quantity, timeliness md demonstration of
requisite s;iJls and knowledge. It also includes knowl.
edge of and compliance with relevant regulations, direa.
tves and policies, as well as instructions and deadlines
from supervi sot.

STEPS

HIGH POTENTIAL - Products are consistently
accurate, meet deadlines, and invariably exceed

_ expectations. Work always reflects a thoouglh
understanding of regulations, directives and
policies employee's advice nd assistance in

Lsuch matters are often sought by other personnel.

6-

5-

A'ERAGE POTENTIAL - Produces a reason.
able quintiy of acceptable quality work. on time,

4- with mi.imal sapervision. Work reflects policies.
regulati ns. organizational operuting instractloas,
a.d supervisory guidance.

3-

2-

LOW POTENTIAL - Output is of adequate
quality, but the employee requires excessive ioe
to complete most tasks. Superviar must feaent.

1- ly remind the employee of organizations[ policy
and poior instructions and provide guidance on
appropuiate quality, quantity, and timeliness
trsd-offs.
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APPENDIX D

1979 F OLLOW-UP UESTIONNAIRE, S=JD TIRTY,
IMMEDIATE SUPERVISOR RATING MTHOD
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
SIAUAEES45 SONiAU.CALVSM nt&. MMOP4 jAFlC)T

WIUOQWaftTIVo NO FOKI but, Ohio '4 o -'M

aMn, to
am O DPC 15 JUN 1373
*MC- Study of erit Promotion Appraisals

Too Study Participants (Supervisor)

1. The individual whose name appears on the top of the attached
rating sheets has been randomly selected as part of a study of the
Merit Promotion Appraisals.

2. The purpose of the study is to examine the effects that the
viewpoint of the rater has on Merit Promotion Appraisals. For this
study, please rate the employee based on his or her job activities
only. We ae asking for your view of the "precise" ratings based
only on the wording of the scale steps. Do not assume, when you
rate the employee, that you would have to feed back the ratings, or
be concerned about the impact of the ratings on the employee's
oportunity for promotion.

3. We would like you , i fill out the questionnaire markea "Supervisor"
and distribute the other three sets of questionnaires which are
attached. Give the questionnaire marked "Self" to the named erzloyee.
Give the questionnaire narked "Alternate Supervisor" to another
supervisor at your level or above who has some knowledge of thr.
employee's work activity. Give the questionnaire marked "Co-worker"
to another employee at about the same level as the named empiw.;ee.
io has an opportunity co observe the named employee's work. Retain

the questionnaire mar..: "Supervisor" and complete it yourselt.

4. We would like you *o label each of the four questionnaire, with
the same six (6) digit record number so that the ratings can b-i
linked together after %e receive the completed questionnaires. You
say use your birthday, part of your phone number, or any other six (6)
digit number. Please do not use the date you received this iet-ter
or any other repeatingj-u b r, such as 9 9 9 9 9 9, or a series
like 1 2 3 4 5 6.

5. Enter the random number on each of the four questionnaires in the
space for "record number".

0. We are also asking you to record on the attached "Supervisor"
questionnaire, the ratings you actually reported for the employee.
If you did not keep a copy of the ratings you reported, please call
53504 or 55654 and we will send you a copy.
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7. Do not use the name of the subordinate rated ir this questionnaire.
The 7atTines are anonymous.

8. Your cooperation in completing and pro=tly returning the question-

naire is appreciated and will help insure the quality of the system.

9. This questionnaire is self-addressed for return. Please fold

as shown on the back page.

10. THIS STUDY IS COMPLETELY VOLUNTARY AND ANONYMOUS.

11. Please call Dr Norton or Dr Balloun at Ext. :13504 or 55654 if
you have any questions about completing the quest onnaire.

11_ 'L. Ea, A4 Atch

Civilian Personnel Division 1. "Supervisor" questionnaire

DC/Personnel 2. "Alternate Supervisoe?
questionnaire

3. "Self" questionnaire

4. "Co-workei-", questionnaire
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EMPLOYEE TO BE RATED

Cut or tear here-

Please leave blank any questions which are not applicable or which
you do not wish to answer.

SUPERVISOR

STUDY NO 3 0 '1)

CARD NO (3)

1. Record number - the supervisor will RECORD NO . . . . . (4)

randomly assign any six digit number to
identity the employee. This number should
already be written in to the right when you
receive the questionnaire.

Several different kinds of raters will rate
this employee and this record number is
needed on all of their forms in order
to allow linking of the different ratings for
this employee.

2. The employee was rated on: (10)

I a Form A
2 a For. B
3m a Frm C

3. Today's date: MONTH __

DAY (13)

YEAR()

4. What is your organizational symbol?
(Home Office for Collocates)

Fill in ASD 2-Ltr symbol ASD/(17

or check one of the options below: (19)

ASD/SNA __ AFWAL ANRL
ASD/ENE _ AFAL AFHRL
ASD/EXF AFFDL FT
ASD/ENO - AF-L _"

or ENS AFAPL Other

he followine ouestion is optional

S, What is the sex of the employee to be rated? (21)

(1-Female; 2=Male)

6. If you are military. what is your rank? - - -(25)
(NCO, 2LT, 1LT, CAP, MAJ, LTC, COL)

7. If you are civilian, what is your grade? (29)

S. What is the grade of the employee to be

rated? (30)
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APPENDIX E

1979 FOLWoW-UP QUESTIONNAIRE, STUDY
ThIR'1Y-ONE, SELF RATING MTHOD
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
INA0,UMAS MICONMMfCAL SYTIDIM DMU011 00C)

WI GHT.-AIUOW I R FO E laSt. O IO 4 54 S0

a 15 JUN 1579
guis. Study of Merit Promotion Appraisals

m Study Participants (Self-rating)

1. You have been randomly selected as part of a study of the Merit
Promotion Appraisals. You are being asked to provide a rating of
yourself from your viewpoint as an employee.

2. The purpose of the study is to examine the effect that the
viewpoint of the rater has on Merit Promotion Appraisals. For this
study, please rate yourself based on your job activities only. We
are asking for your rating based only on the wording of the scale
steps. Do not assume, when doing the rating, that you would have
to feed back the ratings. or be concerned about the impact of the
ratings on your opportunity for promotion.

3. The rating sheet which you return has been coded by your

r;.:~r at. ir~,ezdcy.: t.. .. -- r cut
your a-" ff f L. t4.. of the rating sheet.

4. Please complete the appraisal within five days of receipt. The

rating sheet is self-addressed for return. Please fold as shown on
the back page.

S. Your cooperation in completing the appraisal is appreciates and
will help insure the quality of the Merit Promotion Appraisal System.

6. THIS STUDY IS COMPLETELY VOLUNTARY AND ANOHYMOUS.

7. Please call Dr Ncrton or Dr balloun at Ext. 53504 or 55654 if

you have any questiots.

RODERT L BAKER, AsAt Chief 1 Atch
Civilian Personnel Division Questionnaire
DCS/Personnel
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EMPLOYEE TO BE RATED __ _

-Cut or tear here

Please leave blank any questions which are not applicable or which

you do not wish to answer.

SELF

STUDY NO 3  
1 (1)

CARD NO (3)

1. Record number - the supervisor will RECORD NO (A)
randomly assign any six digit number to
identify you. This number should already
be written in to the right when you receive
the questionnaire.

Several different kinds of raters will rate
you and this record number is needid on all
of their forms in order to allow linking of

the different ratings for you.

2. You were rated on. (10)

1 - Form A
2 - Form B
3 - Form C

DAY (13)

YEAR ___(15)

4. What is your organizational symbol?
(Home Office for Collocates)

Fill in ASD 2-1tr symbol ASD/ ____(17)

or check one of the options below: (19)

ASD/ENA _ AAL ARL
ASD/EKE __ AFAL __ AFfRL
ASD/E.NF AFTFDL FTD
ASD/ENO __ APML __ AFSC/PN4Q
or ENS AFAPL _ Other

The followire question is optional

5.__What is your sei? 1 femle; 2 K ale) (21)

6. What is your grade? - - (25)
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6. Please record your 'precise" in--the-acp'oVi~edbelov.

Form A or 9 Form C

1. Self Management - (33) 1. Self Management (33)

2, iork Administration - (35) 2. Work Administration _(35

3. Problem Analysis - (37) 3. Personal Absistance _(37)

4. Decision Making ( (39) A. Information Processing _(39,

S. Speaking Ability (41) 5. Communication (41)

6. Writing Ability (43) 6. Working Relationships _ (4

7. Working Relationships _ (45) 7. Performance under Pressure _ (4!)

8. Work Leadership 147) 8. Work Output (47)

9. Personnel Management (49)

10. Performance under Pressure (51)

11. Work Output -
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APP-NDIX F

1979 FOLLOW-UP QUESTIONNAIRE, STUDY
THIRTY-TWO, PEER RATING METOD
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
,MeusMlft 080oAWMu4 ISS"S 0MIION WAIC)

WmW^@nTUTIoW Qt 0QK1 &"$L a"10 1"3

DPC 15 JUN 1979

wat, Study of Merit Promotion Appraisals

ot Study Participants (Co-worker)

1. The individual whose name appears on the top of the next page has
been randomly selected as part of a study of the Merit Promotion
Appraisals. You are being asked to provide a rating of this individual
from your viewpoint as a fellow employee.

2. The purpose of the study is to examine the effect that the
viewpoint of the rater has on Merit Promotion Appraisals. For this
study, please rate the employee based on his or her job activities
only. We are asking for your rating based only on the wording of
the scale steps. Do not assume, when you rate the employee, that
you would have to feed back the ratings, or be concerned about the
impact of the ratings on the employee's opportunity for promotion.

3. The rating sheet wh.ch you retu.-n has bccn ccdcd .y 1- thz "lyee's
supervisor with a randomly selected number. You should tear or cut
the employee's name off the top of the rating sheet.

4. Please-complete the appraisal within five days of receipt. The
rating sheet is self-adtressed for return. Please fold as, sh*%n
on the back page.

S. Your cooperation 4 n completing the appraisal is appreciated and
will help insure the qu tlity of the Merit Promotion Appraisal System.

6. THIS STUDY IS CONPI..TELY VOLUNTARY AND ANONYMOUS.

?. Please call Dr Norton or Dr Balloun at Ext. 53504 or 55654 if'
you have any questions.

' O' TL. AZRa, sst Chief I AtCh
Civilian Personnel Division Questionnaire
D=S/Personnel
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LEYPLOYEE TO BE RATED

----- Cut or tear here

Please leave blank any questions which are not applicable or which

you do not wish to answer.

CO-WORKER RATING

STUDY NO 32()

CARD No (3)

1. Record number - the supervisor will RECORD NO . . . . (4)
randomly assign any six digit number to
identify the employee. This number should
already be written into the right when
you receive the questionnaire.

Several different kinds of raters will rate
this employee and this record number ts
needed on all of their forms in order to allow
linking of the different ratings for this
employee.

2. The employee was rated on: (LO)

1 - Form A
2 - Form B
3 = Form C.

3. Today's ate: ,aJkin (11,

DAY (13)

YEA (15)

4. What is your organizational symbol?
(Home Office for Collocates)

•FILL in ASD 2-ltr symbol ASD/_ - (17)

or check one of the options below:. (19)

ASD/ENA AFWAL ANRL
ASD/ENE _ AFAL _ AFHRL __

ASD/E.F AFFDL _

ASD/ENO_ AFML AFSC/PQ
or ENS AFAPL Other

The followin question is optional

S. What is the sex of the employee to be rated? (21)
(1- Female; 2u Male)

6. If you are military, what is your rMW
(NCO, 2LT, 1LT. CAP, RAJ, LTC, COL) - - - (26)

7. If you are civilian, vhat is your grade? -- (28)

a. What is the grade of the employee to be
rated? ( so)
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6. Please record your oprecise, ratings in the spaces provided below.

FORK A ON 9 FORM C

1. Self Management (33) 1. Self Management (33)

2. Work Administration _ (35) 2. Work Administration (35)

3. Problem Analysis _ (37) 3. Personal Assistance (37)

4. Decision Paking (39) 4. Information Processlng (39)

5. Speaking Ability (41) 5. Communication (41)

6. Writing Ability - (43) 6. .Working Relationships - (43)

7. Working Relationships _ (45) 7. Performance under Pressure _ ('5)

S. Work Leadership (47) S. Work Output (47)

9. Personnel Management _ (49)

.0. Performance under
Pressure (51)

11. Work Output - (S3)

.1
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
"~l~Mm~ne *ISONAhCM STlS~a" usoa tam

WUNJ-flusow f M I WALa" 5. 4"U f0'a

a " DPCUN
mm Study of Merit Promotion Appraisals

m, Study Participants fAlternate Supervisor)

1. The individual whose name appeas oan the top of the next page
has been randomly selected as part of a study of the Merit Promotion
Appraisals. Although you do not supervise this employee, you are
being asked to provide a rating from your viewpoint as a supervisor
who is familiar with his or her work.

2. The purpose of the study is to examine the effect that the
viewpoint of the rater has on M~erit Promotion Appraisals. ?or this
study, please rate the employee based on his or her job activities
Sonly. We are asking for your rating based only on the wording of
the scale steps. Do not assume, when you rats the employee, that you
would have to feed back the ratings, or be concerned about the impact
of +tke vatine'i 4 tho pw vmvY.u4~frv~~..~ m~ye

!3. The rating sheet whch you return has been coded by the emloyee's

supervisor with a randomly selected number. You should tear or
out the employee's name aff the top of the rating sheet.

4. Please complete the appraisal within five days of receipt.
The rating sheet in self-addressed for return. Please fold as shown
on the back page.

S. Your cooperation in completing the appraisal is appreciate* and
will help insure the quality of the Merit Promotion Appraisal System.

G. TEIS STUDY IS COWPLTELY VOLUNTARY AND ANON M4OUS.

7. Please call Dr Norton or Dr Balloun at Ext. 53504 or 55654 if
you have any questions.

ROSIXT L. SAM, Asat Chief I Atch
Civilian Personnel Division Qesatiomiaire
OCS/Personnel

88



EMPLOYEES TO BE RATED

Cut or tear here

Please leave blank any questions which are not applicable or which you
do not wish to answer.

ALTERNATE SUPERVISOR

STUDy No 3 4 (1)

CARD NO (3)

1. Record number - the supervisor will RECORD NO --- - (4)
randomly assign any six digit number to
identify the employee. This number anould
already be written in to the right ten
you receive the questionnaire.

Several different kinds of raters w.111
rate this employee and this record Amber
is needed on all of their forms in jrder
to allow linking of the different firms
for this employee.

2. The employee was rated on:

I - Form A
2 * Form 5
3 Form C

3. Today's date: U (11)

DAY (13)

YEAR ___(15)

4. What Is your organizational symbol?
(Home office for collocats)

Fill in ASD 2-1tr symbol AD/ ___ (17)

or check one of the options below:

ASD/ZNA AVAL _MRL (19)
ASD/N Z AFAL AHRL
ASDIEN AFTDL MD _

ASD/EO A M AFSC/IU4
or an FAPPL Other

The folloving auestion is optional

5. What is the sex of the employee to be rated?----------- .. . (21)
( a Female; 2 - MIlS)

6. If you are military, what is your rank? (25)
(NCO, 2L?, 1LT, CAP, LTC, COL)

7. If you are civilian, what is your grade? - - (28)

. Mat is the grade of the employee to be
rated? - - (O)
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S. Please record your "precise" ratings in the spaces provided below.

Form A or 5 Form C

2. Self Management (33) 1. Self Management (33)

2. Work Administration __(35) 2. work Administration __(35)

3. Problem Analysis (37) 3. Personal Assistance __(37)

4. Decision Faking (39) 4. Information Processing __(39)

5. Speaking Ability __(41) S. Communication (41)

6. Writing Ability (43) 6. working Relationships __(431

7. Working Relationships __(45) 7. Performance under Pressure __(45:

S. Work Leadership __(47) S. Work Output (471

9. Personnel Management __(49)

10. Performance under Pressure_ (51)

11. Work Output (53)
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Layout of Data For Validity Analysis

Colurn Description of Data

1-2 Study Number
3 Card Number

4-9 Record Number
10 Form

11-12 Month
13-14 Day
15-16 Year
17-18 ASD Two-letter Synbols
19-20 Other Symbols
21 Sex

22-24 Blank
25-27 Military Rank if Military
28-29 Civilian Grade
30-31 Grade of Target Enployee
32 Blank
33 Study Rating for Factor 1
34 Actual Rating for Factor 1 or Blank
35 Study Rating for Factor 2
36 Actual Rating for Factor 2 or Blank
37 Study Rating for Factor 3
38 Actual Rating for Factor 3 or Blank
39 Study Rating for Factor 4
40 Actual Rating for Factor 4 or Blank
41 Study Rating for Factor 5
42 Actual Rating for Factor 5 or Blank
43 Study Rating for Factor 6
44 Actual Rating for Factor 6 or Blank
45 Study Rating for Factor 7
46 Actual Rating for Factor 7 or Blank
47 Study Rating for Factor 8
48 Actual Rating for Factor 8 or Blank
49 Study Rating for Factor 9
50 Actual Rating for Factor 9 or Blank
51 Study Rating for Factor 10
52 Actual Rating for Factor 10 or Blank
53 Study Rating for Factor 11
54 Actual Rating for Factor 11 or Blank

Note: For target employees rated on Form C, only the first
eight factors are filled out. The actual rating data is available on
the Study Thirty data cards only. The actual rating data columns are
left blank on the other study cards.
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301C00779307057901 1 CAP 04 7666667576757577
311300779
321300779307057901 1 1204 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7
341300779307057901 1 LTC 04 6 7 5 7 3 4 6 7
3013008401071379AC 2 LTC 12 67 6666736674 7777

3113006401071379AC 2 12 5 5 5 4 5 5 4 5 6
3213008401071979AC 2 1112 5 4 3 3 5 6 5 4 4 5
3413008401071179AC 2 1412 6 5 5 5 4 5 6 5 4 5
3013055253071279 061 0905 7576 7675647575
3113055253071079 061 05 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7
3213055253071079 061 0505 4 6 6 5 4 5 4
3413055253071279 061 LT0 05 5 6 6 5 5 5 5
3013122072070979 102 LTC 14 66 66 557755 6677
311312207 070979 102 6 7 6 4 6 4 6 4
3213122072070979 102 1414 6 7 5 7 6 5 6 6
3413122072070979 142 1514 7 7 7 7 6 6 6
3013163683072079 021 LTC 05
311316368
321316368 072079EN 1 0505 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7
3413163683072079 021 1505 7 6 7 6 7 6 7
3013397303072379 031 1504 67 7777776777
311339730
321339730
3413397303071979 031 14 7 6 6 7 6 6
3013415362071279AC 2 LTC 12 7777777655767776767777
3113415361072079 142 12 7 7 7 7 5 6 7 6 7 7 7
3213415361071279YZ 2 CAP 12 7 7 7 7 4 6 7 7 7 7 7

341341536 072779AC 2 1412 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7
3013715293070679 091 14 4 7766 66667677
311371529
3213715293072579 091 0504 5 6 6 7 6 7
341371529
3013718121070979AE 1 MAJ 09 77 66 777766 7777
311371812
3213718121070979AE 1 1209 7 7 7 6 7 6 6 6 7 6 7
3413718121070979AE 1 LTC 09 7 6 7 6 7 6 7 6 7 6 7

3013840301070679 012 1413 6676656666667766766666
3113840301071279 012 13 6 6 6 7 6 6 7 7 7 7 7
321384030 071179 012 1313 6 7 6 6 6 6 7 6 7 6 6
3413840301071079 012 1313 7 7 6 7 5 6 7 7 7 7 6
3014032383071079 041 1405 666666 66777766
3114032383071079 041 05 6 6 7 6 7 7 6 7
3214032383071079 041 055 6 6 6 5 6 6 6 6
341403238
3014035441071779 022 1412 6554556555665555555467
3114035441071779 022 12 6 6 5 5 6 7 5 6
3214035441071379EN 2 1412 6 5 6 5 5 6 7 6 5 7 6

3414035441071379EN 2 1412 6 5 6 5 5 6 7 6 5 7 6
3014267071
3114267071071379EN 2 11

1fr3
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321426707
341426707
3014279321071079 072 1412 5 6 5 5 6 5 6
3114279321070979 072 12 5 4 6 6 5 5 7 6 6 5
3214279321070979 072 1212 5 656 66 45 54 5
3414279321070979 072 1312 6 5 7 6 5 6 6 5 5 6
3014321682
311432168
321432168
3414321682071179 062 1409 5 4 4 4 4 5 5 5 6
3014561231
311456123
3214561231070979AC 1 0906 4 4 4 3 5 4 5 4
341456123 070979AC 1 12 44 4 44 44 444 4
3014730343070579 1 03 66 55666677
3114730343070579 061 03 6 5 6 5 7 7 7 7
3214730343080579 061 0403 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7
341473034
3014930793
311493079
321493079
3414930793071679 141 0703 4 4 6 5 4
3015231741070979 092 LTCY 14 7777676777676766777767I3115131741070979 092 14 66 6 76 766 7 66
3215131741071179 092 1414 7 6 6 6 6 6 5 7 7 6 6
341523174
3015296543072079AE 1 07 777676 75657677
3115296543071279AE 1 07 7 7 7 7 6 7 7
3215296543071079AE 1 0607 7 5 6 5 5 7
3415296543072379AE 1 COL 07 6 5 6 4 3 6 4
301 5434643071079SD 1 WA 06 77 7777777777I3115434643071079SD 1 06 7 7 7 7 7 7
321543464
3415434643071079SD 1 1206 7 7 7 7 7 7
3015528301 SP 2 MAJ 09 77 665565556666 6677
3115528301071379SF 2 09 7 7 7 7 6 7 6 7 7
3215528301071679SF 2 0909 5 444 4 335 44 5
3415528301071379SF 2 1109 65 55 5 555 55 5
3015528471
311552847
3215528471070679EN 2 1212 6 7 7 7 6 5 7 6 6 6 3
3415528471070679EN 2 1412 66 55 66 76 56 6
3015534331
3115534331071779EN 2 12 76 77 66 67 67 7
3215534331071179 032 1312 66 7 665 66 6 77
341553433 071279EN 2 14127 7 666 6 76 6 6
3015539 751071379EN 7777776777777777777777
311S53975
3215539751071179 032 1313 65 75 6 566 67 7
341553975107117SE4 2 1413 66 77 6 577 67 7
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3015546683
31155.46683070979 071 04 6 5 4 5 4 4 5 6
321554668
341554668
3015555551070679 092 1514 6677777777777777777777
311555555
321555555
341555555
3015557303 1 1405 656676 65777676
3115557303071179EN 1 05 6 5 5 5 5 7 5 6
3215557303071179 031 0405 4 4 4 3 4 4 5 4
3415557303072579 031 1505 6 6 7 6 6
3015562951070579ENT 2 1311 55 4444334455 4466
3115562951070979 022 11 6 5 4 4 5 5 6
3215562951070579 022 0911 7 5 4 5 6 5 6
3415562951070579 022 1211 6 4 5 4 7 4 6
3015566101070579 072 MAJ 13 6677667777667777667777
311556610
3215566101070679 072 1413 6 7 6 5 6 6 5 5 6 6 6
3415566101070679 072 1413 7 6 6 7 4 5 6 6 6 5 6
3015618813070579 061 1205 7 7 6 7 7 7
3115618813070579 061 05 7 6 6 7 7 7
3215618813070679 061 0505 7 7 7 7 7 7
341561881
301586025:1072379 032 1514 6666776677776666776677
311586025
3215860251071879 032 1314 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7
3415860251072579 032 COL 14 66 56 56 76 56 6
3016147291071979YP 1 MAJ 11 65 5555666677 6655
311614729 071379AC 1 11 66 66 77 76 55 6
321614729 071379AC 1 1411 56 44 76 65 54 4
341614729 071379AC 1 1411 5 6447 6 65 54 4
30161744 3070979DP 1 1306 77 7766667777
31162744
32162744
34161744
3016319471
311631947 071079 021 05
321631947
341631947
3016491711070679 092 1413 54 5454555477 7666
311649171
321649171
341649171
3017331273
3117331273071179YX 04 7 7 7 6 7 6 7
3217331273071179YX 1 CAP 04 6 6 6 7 6 6 7 7
341733127
3017342413070979 141 LTC 05 55 55 44665555
3117342413070979 141 05 6 5 6 6 6 6
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3217342413070979 141 0505 4 2 4 4 3 4
3417342413071179 141 LTC 05 6 5 7 7 6 6
3017351122071179 062 1414 5555444466665555 5555
3117351122070579 062 14 6 5 5 6 7 7 7 5 5 6 6
3217351121071179 062 1314 4 4 3 4 5 5 4 4 4 4 3
341735112
3017419293070579PM 1 1506 666676 66777676
311741929 070579PM 1 06 6 6 6 7 7 7 7
3217419293070579PM 1 0606 6 6 7 6 6 6 7
3417419193070579PM 2 MAJ 06 7 7 6 6 7 7 7
3017771213071679YX 01 MAJ 04 7 7 7 7 7
311777121
321777121
341777121
3017854891072379 032 1514 6555766666666655 5566
311785489
3217854891072079 032 1414 3 5 5 5 5 5 6 5 4 4
34 785489
3018137993080879AE 1 1505 67 66 66776667
311813799
3218137993080979AE 1 COL 05 6 6 6 7 6 7
3418137993080879AE 1 1505 67 66 66776667
3018210003072579 041 1505 677777 77777777
311821000
321821000
341821000
3018336751062679 092 1514 77 66 555577 6666
3118336751072679 092 14 6 6 5 5 4 4 5 5 6 6 6
3218336751072679 092 CAP 24 7 6 6 6 6 7 7 6 6 7 7
3418336751072679 092 1514 6 5 7 5 4 5 6 5 4 6 5
3018646203070679YP 1 1305 6 6 5 5 6 7
3118646203070679YP 1 05 6 5 5 5 6 6 6 6
321864620
341864620
3019131362072079 092 1305 77 6666665566 6767
3119131362071179 092 05 7 7 7 7 7 6 7 7 7 7 7
3219131362072079 092 0805 6 6 6 5 7 6 6 6
3419131362070679 051 13 5 6 6 6 6 5 6 6 5 5 6
3019249251

311924925 071579EDI 2 14 7 7 6 6 6 6 7 6 6 6 7
3219249251071379EN 2 1314 6 7 6 6 7 7 7 7 6 6 7
3419249251071379EN 2 1314 6 7 6 6 7 7 7 7 6 6 7
3019812763071079AC 1 CAP 03 66 6677665566
311981276
3219812763071079AC 1 0503 7 0 0 7 6 7 7 7
341981276 070679AC 1 1103 7 7 6 7 6 7
3019886543072079P4 1 1405 455546 56564545
3119886543073079PM 1 05 6 6 6 6 6 6 7 7
3219886543072079PM 1 1205 5 5 5 4 6 6 5 5
341988654

96

- h



3012234563
3112234563071779 062 06 7 7 6 6 7 7
3212234563071779 062 0606 6 6 5 5 6 6
341223456
3012239563071779 062 WCO 06 77 7766666677
3112239563071779 062 06 7 7 6 6 7 7
3212239563071779 062 0606 6 6 5 5 6 6
341223956
3012427251070979 032 1512 5544555533445555 5555
3112427251070979 032 12 5 4 5 4 4 3 5 5 4 4
3212427251070979 032 1212 5 5 7 6 4 4 5 5 7 6
3412427251070979 032 1312 5 4 6 5 3 4 5 6 6 6
3012504401072579 012 MAJ 12 56 5656665666 6656
311250440
3212504401071379 012 1213 6 6 6 5 5 4 5 6
341250440
3012539511071979 032 1412 6677776676667777667777
311253951
3212539511072379 032 1512 7 6 7 7 6 6 7 6 6 6 7
341253951
3012332381
311233238
321233238 071079 021 05
341233238
3012543762071079 052 1312 77 676655546767 6677
3112543762070979 072 12 6 56 74 3 74 5 6
3212543762070979 072 1212 7 7 6 4 4 5 6 7 7
341254376
3012624631072079 061 1409 7 7 6.7 7 7 7
311262463 0720Y79 062 09 5 44 6 46. 5 5
3212624631072079 061 1209 5 6 5 5 6 5 6
3412624631072079 062 1509 7 6 5 6 7 6 7
3012641321
311264132 070679SD 2 09 4 54 54 45'3 5 4
321264132
3412641321070979SD 2 1409 5 5 5 4 2 6 4 1 5 5
3012624671
311262467
321262467
3412624671072079 062 1509 7 6 5 6 7 6 7
3012754101071379 071 1313 6 5 5 5 5 6 5 6
3112754101071679 071 13 5 5 5 5 5 6 7 5 6 5 5
3212754101071879 071 1213 5 4 4 5 4 4 5 4 4 3 3
341275410
30129432330706 79XR 1 LTC 06
3112943233071079AC 1 06 5 7 7 7 7 7 5 7
3212943233070979R 1 1106 4 4 2 3 4 2 3
3412943233071179AC 1 MAJ 064 34 4 3 233
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3010405381070679 072 1412 7667777743667766 5465

3110405381070679 072 12 5 5 5 4 6 6 5 5 5

3210405381070679 012 1212 7 5 5 5 5 6 5 6 6

3410405381071079 072 1312 6 5 6 4 6 6 6 5

3010543363070979PM 1 MAJ 05 55 66665566

311054336
321054336
3410543363071079SD 1 MAJ 05 5 6 7 6 6

3010603471071979 022 1413 7766666644556677776677

3110603471071079PM 2 13 7 6 7 7 5 5 7 7 6 6 7

3210603471071679 022 1313 6 6 6 5 5 5 5 6 5 4 5

3410603471071679 022 1313 6 6 6 5 5 5 5 6 5 4 5
3010629321
3110629321071879 042 14 6 6 6 7 6 6 7 6 6 6 6

3210629322071779 042 1414 6 6 5 5 5 6 5 5 5 6

341062932
3010730541070979YZ 2 1513 7666777666767777767777

311073054
3210730541071679YZ 2 LTC 13 7 6 7 7 7 6 7 7 6 6 7

341073054 070679 032 1513 7 6 7 7 7 7 6 7 7 7

3010910661071279 072 1413 7766776666667777 7777

311091066
3210910661071679 072 1313 6 6 6 6 6 5 6 6 6 7

341091066
3011107423071779 071 1304 66 66776677

3111107423071779 071 04 6 7 7 6 5

3211107423071379 071 1104 5 6 6 5 5

3411107423071379 071 CAP 04 6 7 6 7 6

3011111411070979EN 2 1413 6655666655665555445555
3111111411071379 2 13 5 5 6 6 5 5 6 5 5 6 6

3211111411070979 032 1213 6 5 6 5 5 5 6 6 7 4 6

341111141
3011201451070679 072 1312 65 6565656554 6555

311120145
3211201452070979 072 1212 5 5 7 5 6 4 4 4 4 7

3411201451070979 072 1412 6 5 5 5 5 5 5 6

3011229321071379 012 1413 7777777777777677 7777

311122932
3211229321071379 012 1313 7 6 7 7 7 6 6 7 7 7

3411219211071379 042 1413 5 5 6 6 6 5 6 6 5 6 6

3011233211070579DE 2 1412 77 77 666666 6666

3111233211070579DE 2 12 6 6 5 6 6 6 6

3211233211070579DE 2 1312 7 7 6 7 7 7 7

3411233211070579DE 2 1412 5 5 5 6 6 6 7

3011234561
311123456
321123456
3411234561072679SD 2 1613 7 7 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6

3011290121
311129012
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321129012
341129012 071079DE 2 1512
3011234591

3111234591073079DP 1 12 7 7 6 7 7 6 7 7

3211234591073079DP 1 1212 7 7 7 7 6 7 7

341123459

3011257903071079PM 2 1405 5 4 4 4 5

311125790

3211357903071279PM 1 0505 2 2 2 3 5 4 4

3411357903071279SD 1 1305 1 1 1 1 1 1

3011407141070979 022 1414 7666777766767675757676
311140714

3211407141071079YP 2 MAJ 14 7 777 6 77 767 7

341140714
3011514011071679 042 1514 5666555555665566 65555

311151401 071879 042 14 77 67 7 677 77 6

3211514011081879XB 2 1314 6 2 4 4 5 1 1 4 1

341151401
3011543761071779 072 1313 77 57767555565 6 6677

3111543761071779 072 13

3211543761071779 072 13 66656 44 66 66 6

341154376
3011709503071379 091 CAP 04 7 77 77 77 7

3111709503070979 091 04 7 77 77 76 7

321170950
3411709503070979 091 1104 6 7 7 7 6 7

3011751753070679 061 1304 65 76657665
311175175
321175175
3411751753072679 061 CAP 03 5 5 5 4 4

3011929741070579PM 
6666766676557666666666

3111929741070579M 2 14 6 5 6 6 6 6 6 6 5 6 6

3211929741070579PM 2 1414 6 5 6 6 7 6 6 6 6 6 6

3411929741070579PM 2 MAM 146 57 6 76 65 6 6

3011942791070579 012 1414 666666666666655556655

311194279 6 5 665 6 66 6 6

321194279 070579 012 1314 76 67 67 77 66 6

341194279
3012027851
311202785
3212027851070979 012 1213 5 6 5 5 5 7 1 6 6

3412027851071279 2 1413 5 5 5 4 3 4 5 5

3012222321
311222232 070979 032 12 75 66 56 66 7 56

3212222321071379 032 1313 6 5 7 6 5 5 6 6 6 6 6

341222232
3012356001
311235600
321235600
341235600
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3019861131
311986113
3219861131070979 032 iLT 13 54 45 55 4 344 5
3419861131070979 032 1413 65 5 556 55 56 6
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Most Frequent (umments, 19'11J Managsrs Lung ur. Foul luw-ip uue:,tionnaire

1077 employees total
162 comments total

omment I I cisnenta

8. Favorable toward new form; give new form a chance to work 11.1

19. Merit promotion is a justification system for management playing

favori tea 4.94

24. Appiaisals have little or no effect on promotions; new system

no '.ctter than old because politics destroy equity 4.94

29. Cov,.rt quota system is in use and should be eliminated 4.94

32. Rat.ngs inflation is the biggest problem 12.35

40. Quoa system should be used 4.94'

Comments with less than 5% endorsement 56.79

Total 100.00
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Long Form of Follow-up Questionnaire on MVerit i-,iotiunl Appraisal

P,' Q)WTIO'. APP;AIS AL SYSTEM

FOLLOW-UP QUESTIONrAIHF Id)I( EILOYEES RAT.D ON AnD FORih.l 387. 388, and 389

THIS QOESTIOtdNAIINE l: V01AINTANIY AND ANONYMOIIS

As part of the impl 2nentat ir, process we would 1 ike to get yotir reaction to the
new Merit Apputaitol form. This qu_:utionnaxre shoL:d be c€splered only by those
employees appraistJ under one or the new forms ASD 3,7 (Form A). 388 (Form B).
or 389 (Form C).

Your input will pl;iy an import.ant part. -n determining if char.evu need to be made
so that we can have an improved rs.-rit applraisal system. we would i;ppreciate
getting your frank responses to tiu rlutstiol u. as well as any adticnal comments
you might ave.

The quesv.onnaire .should b4, filled out anonymously. Please answer the questions
as hones-ly as p(,siblt.. if you have difficetJty answerinp a que.tion with the
alternati.. s given, ch,,,:v thme one Ilhat conics Closcit to your own opinion. If
you do n- t know the ;lt.e to ai que'Ltcin, or if it is inapplicable, please leave
it blank. However, plense try to answer all items.

Answer e;.ch question in the space ipruvided to it's rigit. Tht. numibers in paren-
theses r,*fer to clunn numbers on 111M cards for the use of the .kylpimchers.

The completed que;tj.)nnuirs s;hould .be mnjled to Dr :;t,ven Nft,n, ASr)/D-CII
within frJe days or rcCi;,L. "h;mk you very muti. t',r .'...... - ,n

STUJDY NO L(1)

CANT) NO (3)

hMCORD NO (4)
(l.euve _D Ink)

1. Today's date: NI) - - (8)

DAY (10)

YEAR (12)
(14)

2. What Is your organlzational symbol?

(e.g. A F A I.; N 0;

3. hst is your G.5. Grade? (e.g. 09)Mudien- 11 (22)

4. On which form were you rntied? (A - Form A; 49%
B u Form 8; C a Form C) (2a,

15% 33%
5. How long have yii wtorkedl ;L A:le.? YKARI; (2'.I

(Hound off to neareoL yesi'; It;nr thtan v:ix
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G. 1irw I|inj , hmve ycAJ .ered in ycmsr prfe.n I :n , . aifia r
(tt. liet- ;urrenl. tor lowr, IrII )? 14M ,;,a.: 4 y 'a Y A:" -

7. For how many iueadietl.c. suhurdinIl..; oi.i you htaVe

a direct formal supervisory respun. bhIJty?
(If none, enter "00") 8,"A- none (29)

S. Did your supervisor have a feedback interview
with you nn the merit promotion appraisal ratings? - (31)
(1-Yes; 2-No) 8:'U Yen

9. If yes, about how many minutes did the interview
last? (e.g. 30 minutes - 030) Mediana 15 minutes (32)

10. During the.,imterview, did your supervisor discuss
each apprcisal factor and explain his or her rating of
you? (1 = Yes; 2 = No) 67t. Yes (35)

11. How well did your supervisor handle the feedback
- interview.. (36)

1 - Very poorly 7% 4 a Vell 25%

2 - Po rly 8% 5 = Very well 17

3 a Adequately 41%

12. How much information du you have-regarding:

1 a No information

2 a Some information
3 a Fair amounp of information
4 a A great deal of information

1 2 3 4
a. Where the completed appraisal forms go ._4w 30 30 - (38)

b. How the appraisal information is stored 24 41 24 10 (39)

c. What appraisal information is stored 43 3b 15 5 (40)

d. How long appraisal information is stored 47 32 14 6 (41)

t. Now the appraisal information can be 56 28 10 5

retrieved by a manager (42)

f. How the appraisal information is used in
merit promotion 63 .'4 10 4 (43)

g. What is involved in the total merit
promotion process 33 41 15 (44)

2
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13. How much more information would you like to have
on the merit promotion process?

12% I a No more 3 More 28%

ieZ 2 a Somewh t mort' 4 i ft |gret u.| w)re., (45)

14. Which two factors did you find most difficult to
understand, in terms o" why you received a given

rating? (Mark a "1" after each of the two most
difficult factors to understand. Leave the others

biank).

a. Self" Management 8.5% * (46)

b. Work 4dministration 7.6% (47)

c. Problem Analysis 6.5% (48)

d. Deci,.'jn Making 5.6% (49)

e. Personal Assistance 7.3% (50)

f. Info-mation Processing 8.5% (51)

X. SpeakinAg Ability 4.9% (52)

h. Writing Ability 4.9%

1. Communication Ability 5.3% (54)

J. Working Jelationsijes C'-' (55)

k. Work Loeadership 5.0% (56)

1. Personnel Mangement & EO Commitment 13.2% - (57)

m. Performance Under Pressure 9.4% (58)

n. Work Output 6.7% (59)

15. Which of tbe two factors did you find most meaning-
ful in terms of providing you with greater self-insight?
(Mark a "I" after each of the two most meaningful
factors. Leave the others blank).

a. Self Management 18.7% * (60)

b. Work Administration 6.0% (61)

c. Problem Analysis 8.0% (62)

d. Decision Making 13.5% (63)

3 % of number of tim -% ;-aiY Il'; .,r t ,,: :;,,4- (1 :I: iftMl 
|

I
|

i
't
..
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Ouevk.ion 15 Con't.

.. Personal Assistance 1.7% (64)

f. Information Processing ?.3% (65)

g. Speaking Ability 3.7% (66)

h. Writing Ability 3.7% (67)

i. Comunication Ability 8.0% (68)

J. Working Relationships 9.8% (69)

k. Wotk Leadership 3.5% (70)

1. Pe-'ionnel Management & EEO Commitment .29 7 (71)

a. Pet formancc Under Pressure 10.0% (72)

n. Work Output 10.9% (73)

STUDY NO _ - (1)

CARD NO __(3)

RECORD hO (4)

(Leave blank)

16. As a result of the new merit appraisal system
did your supervisor:

1 a Much less than before
2 a Less than before
3 a The same as before
4 - More than before
5 a Much more than before

a. Have a better understanding of your 1 .2 3 4 5

potential for higher level work? 3..1 3. I 7; lb% 1% (8)

b. Have a better understanding if how
you perform your job? 3 3 78 13 3 (9)

c. Have a better understanding of you
as an individual? 4 4 b9 19 3 (10'

d. Better indicate recognition of your
good work? 2. *,, :3 4 (11)

4
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- 3 4 5

e. HlcLer tat iie yur lJtijeiJar ikilibi? 31.. rk% d; . 1 OA1% (12A)

f. Take a greater personal interest in you

and your future? 4 4 75 13 3 (13)

g. Make a greater effort to help you develop

yourself? A 3 '4 14 3 (14)

h. Refer to your Individual Development

Plan (AFSC Form 153)? - 5 72 1412 (15)

18. Do you h;we a better picture of what your supervise
expects of yu in terms of' demonstrating potential for
higher level work? (1-Yes; 2-No) 45%. Yes (16)

1S. Do you h;tve a better picture of your overall stand-
ing with you; supervisor? (1=Yes; 2=1lo) 55%- Yes (17)

20. Did you 'ave a greater opportunity than in the past
to present yaur side of the story during the discussion?

(1-Yes; 2-No) 41%- Yes (16)

20. The ASD Commander sent out a letter co all of the
ASD serviced organizations. Ti,; letter described
his concern with li ...... l" ,-. .4 -! .... te

promotability apprais.el. Lo be dunell thi. year. JL
also described his charge to the two letter Cummanders/
Chiefs/Directors to be responsible for quality control
over the rating process.

Which of the folluwing best describes what you
know of this letter when you discussed your appraisal
with your supervisor? (19)

1 a I hadn't heard of it 34%
2 - I had not ueen n copy of the letter 26%
3 z I lead seen a copy of the letter 39%

21. Do you think that the quality control procedures
this year are an improvement over last year? (1-Yes; 17%

2-No; 3-Don't know) (20)
27% 56%

22. Do you think ASD Management is serious about control
of" the quality and fasirness of the numerical appraisals?

(1aYes; 2-No; 3-Don't know) (21)
, 2% 3. 36%
23 How mu mpact do you tnink numerical ratings
given on the appraisal form have on your personal
progress?

33% 1 - Very lt. 7i :; . . ter'.

lCb% 2 1,I L Le 4 A 1..e, le/e "
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24. How much opportunity does your job offer for

displaying your ability in reupeCt to the appraisal

factors? (22)

14% 1 w Very little 3 - Some 42%

9% 2 a Little 4 = A great deal 34%

25. In your experience, do you think the merit appraisal

ratings were performed with conscientious use of the

factor definitions and rating steps in the new form? (23)

10% 1 a Definitely not 3 - Probably yes 56%

20% 2 = Prolably not 4 = Definitely yes 13%

26. Based o, the wor-ding of the scale steps do you think

the ratings Ou received on the new merit appraisal form

should have been: (24)

-4% 1 a Mucl lower than they were 4 - Higher 33%

5% 2 - Lowir 5 = Much higher than
they were 6%

55% 3 - The same as they were

s.I .omparvd to wnat you tninK otner peoples' ratings
may have been, do you think the ratings you received on

the new merit appruisal form should have been: (25)

0% 1 a Much lower than they were 4 = Higher 44%

.89%2 - Lower 5 = Much higher thani they were 8%

47% 1 a The me as they were

28. Was the rating your immediate supervisor wanted to

give you changed by the reviewing supervisor before
you signed the rating? (l=Yes; 2-No; 3-Don't know) (26)

loA. 40% 49%

29. In your opinion, have your promotion ratings been

affected by the visibility of your project to higher

management? (27)

1 - The project's visibility has helped support
high ratings 22%

2 - The project's degree of visibility has had
no effect on my ratings 5 %

3 a The project's lack of visibility has made it

more difficult. for m I. rLnMeivn hi|rJo ri. nll. "/..

6
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30. The introduction of the r,ew Appraisal Forms involved much
more intensive trainir4, than has been provided in the past.
What Imp uct 'has the new form had on your confidence in the

Merit Promotion process as n source nf viable promotion
opportuni ties? (28)

1 - ne new form has dicreased my confidence 11%
2 = The new form h.s.t had no effect on my confidence 76%
3 u The new f'rm a .; incrensed my confidence 13%

31. How well did the form on which you were appraised fit
your own job? That is. were the factors on which you were
appraised rel]evant to your job? - (29)

I a Mich worse than it was under the old system 1%

2 - S, rewhat worse than it was tinder the old systemS%
3 - No difference 42%
4 - Sceewhat better

5 - Mu:na better 8%

32. Taken on the whole, what is your reaction to the now

merit prooLion appraisal form? (30)

1 s I dislike the new form 4%
2 - I have a somewhat negative reaction to the now form 11%
3 a 1 feel neutral about the nev form 52%
4 . I .aavp s- ----, ' -. -- .:-' .. u,,n to the new form 28%
5 a I am very positively impressed by the new form 4%

33. Do you think the ruatiins given by supervisors in your
two-letter organization can be fairly compared to the
ratings given by supervisors in other organizations?
(1-Yes; 2mNo) 47%, Yes (31)

34. Do you think that mo;t managerm performed the merit
appraisal ratings with conscientious use of factor
definitions and rating steps in the new form? (32)

1 - Definitely not 10% 4 - Definitely yes 5%

2 - Probably not 28% 5 - Don't know 10%

3 a Probably yes 
47
%

35. Do you think it would be d.csirable to have written
performance standards for your job? (1 - Yes, 2 - N

3 a Don't know) 24% 53 23% (33)

36. Do you know what the performance standards are for
your job? (1 - Yes; 2 w No; 3 Don't know) (34)

52% 32% 15%

79
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1 37. Are the performa,,ce ztanoard.. rt your job
written? (1-Yes; 2=No) 323= Yes (35)

38. Did you particiate in ereating cr setting the
performance standards for your job? (LYes; 2-No; (36)
3-Don't know) 14() 7%

9%
39. Have you received feedback on how your performance
compares to the Performance standards for your job?
(1-Yes; 2-No) 31%1 Yes (37)

40. Do you know of any specific cases in which a
rating may have been influenced by one of the
following factors outside of the employee's potential
for promotic.? (1-Yes; 2-No)

a. Opp rtumity to demostrate potential limited
by job itself 370- Yes (38)

b. Supervisor could not observe employee 221- Yes (39)

c. Surervisor lacked technical knowledge to
jut*ge employee 25!a. Yes (40)

d. Supervisor was influenced by employee's
race, religion, sex, or age 20% Yes (41)

U. nig.ier ratings were given to other employees
because the employee was not likely to be
considered fur competitive promotion (forexample, because of technical specialty,

tione in grade, etc.) 43%- Yes (42)

f. Other (Please describe) (43)

41. Do you have any comments on the implementation of the
Appraisal Form in your organization, or comments about the
Merit Promotion System itself? Specifically, what factors
will determine the degree of success of this year's implemen-
tation of the new appraisal form? What changes, if any, do
you think should be made? (Please use a separate sheet if (44)
necessary. Return questionnaire to ASD/DPCH (Norton)).

8
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Most Frequent Comments,1979 Lung Form, f.mployees Foll.ow-up Ouestionnalre

1077 employees total
132 comments total

Comment % of all comments

8. Favorable toward new form 5.30

19. Merit promotion is a justification system for management

playing favorites 9.09

20. Promotions are practically non-existent for professional-level

people 5.30

24. Appraihals have little or no effect on promotions; new system
no bctter than old because politics destroy equity 11.36

26. Supervisors need to learn how to rate 5.30

29. Covert quota system is in use and should be eliminated 9.09

33. Miscellaneous comments on administration of ratings (mostly

negative) 31.82

Comments with less than 5% endorsement 22.74

Total l0O.00
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APPMNIX K

1978-80 1-UST1OGPAC4 OF RATIM DISTRIBUTION

FOR MAJOR ORANIZATIOS USIG TH NvPAS
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APPENDIX L

MULTITRAIT-MLTIMETHOD MATRIX
FOR FORM4 A-ALL
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Trait
Desiwgtion Trait Description

Self lhanagenent
Woric Administration

CX Problem Analysis
Deiso Main

Ex Speking Ability
FX Witing Ability

GX Working Relationships
HXi eaesi
IX ~ Persornel Managmnt

JXY Performance tLier Pressure
Workc outpuzt
Overall Rating

'Ih construct Table L.11, ascending pages should be laid side
by side from left to right.

Construction of Table L.1

Table L.1 Table L.1-Cont. Table L.1-Cont. Table L.1-Coxt.

U r~
Noe uet hevrin vero aesue i aatn hecrv

laton oeficens, h ubro ihrs~df~n ausI

Tale 4,3 an .- a umrzdfomtesgiiac wl

oftecorrelation coefficients in Table L.1. The technique of
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TABLE L.1

MUTITRAIT-MJLTfSM= MATRIX

ActUal Ratings
A, B, C, D, El F, G, H1 11 J, L

.5B ( )
c1  .68 .60 ()

A D .66 .68 .86 ()
C 2 .24 .51 .46 .48 ()
T F. .44 .61 .65 .70 .69 ()
U .12 .78 .36 .37 .51 .33 C)
A .59 .70 .48 .37 .37 .31 .64 ()

L .60 .65 .39 .34 .42 .36 .58 .74 ()
J .55 .63 .55 .52 .63 .50 .48 .72 .59
K' .50 .32 .48 .39 .39 .38 .26 .64 .65 .63 ()

.70 .84 .81 .80 .73 .78 .61 .79 .77 .82 .66 ()

A2  24 -. 24 -. 38 .27 -. 18 .08 .60 .70 .03 .21 .09
B 2 .52 .0 -. 16 .28 .36 .30 .63 .56 .27 .44 .49
C2  .30 .13 . -. 21 .29 -. 07 -. 02 .49 .49 .02 .09 .05

.51 .60 .12 51 .27 .22 .63 .70 .30 .07 .40
s E -. 16 .32 -. 23 -. 21 .67 .36 .27 .35 .42 .23 .00 .27
E .21 .66 .20 .15 .55 M.i .30 .31 .38 .15 .06 .38
L -12 .14 -. 08 .06 .45 .42 M. 43 .26 -.05 .00 .22
F _.07 .31_.33_.17 .53 .12 . r .68 .03 .03 .29

12 .44 .64 .00 .24 .17 .44 .17 .32 M .24 .37 .48
1 .53 .50 .09 .06 .49 .19 .21 .45 .27 G .09 .37

.45 .32 -. 11 -. 13 .32 .06 .08 .52 .45 ".32 .23

.32 .47 -. 02 -. 05 .55 .25 .26 .57 .73 .18 .14 4

A3  .36 .54 .32 .24 .19 .19 .27 .31 .07 .15 .14 .31
B .08 .47 .25 .47 .58 .38 .52 .25 .21 .33 .13 .47
C3  .05 .11 .28 .46 .21 .15 .22 .24 .18 .09 .29
D .06 .13 .52 .42 .43 .15 .38 .07-.02 .30 .23 .38

P E3  .13 .54 .34 .32 .69 .52 .46 .39 .28 .52 .17 .54E P- .11 .33 .27 32 .41 M .34 -. 02 -. 21 .29 .12 .34
E -. 06 -. 06 .25 .22 .24 .26 T -. 12 -. 36 .03 .04 .18
R .24 .12 .57 .49 .44 .28 r43 -. 01 .36 .40 .48

1 .14 .11 .4S .59 .49 .32 .35 -... -M .42.28 .44
.19 .10 .40 .40 .32 .20 .33 .07 .14 .17 .25 .34

3  .22 .20 .45 .36 .27 .13 .23 .23 -00 .31 M .33
.20 .27 .48 .46 .49 .31 .43 .16 .02 .34 .27

A .08 .32 .24 .26 .30 .32 -. 29 .30 .44 .33
A B .10 .13 .36 .56 .53 .62 .52 .39 .38 .22 .55
L c .39 .00 M & .40 .23 .34 .33 -. 14 .45 .39 .49
T 4  .24 .68 .52 51 .47 .48 .57 .11 .41 .38 .

E .08 .29 .15 .02 MI 37 .27 .45 .00 .36 .20 .37
S 4 .06 .11 .45 .32 .47 .45 .08 -. 43 .23 .16 .46

U G;4  -. 03 .12 .08 .19 .38 .56 27 a. -. 20 .0e .34 .29
P -. C6 .19 .25 .42 .36 .39 .34 31 .14 Ole .27 m3

E 4 i .0 8-.14 .40 .49 .468.19 .13 r-.IM .30 .13 .36
R j .07 -. 19 .39 .37 .43 .40 .37 -. 25 -. 40 ( .15 .35

K .12 .00 .34 .30 .45 .36 .07 .23 -. 08 .2T .36
'L4 .19 .30 .42 .52 .68 .61 .51 .37 -. 16 .44 .42
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TABLE L.1-Cortinued

Self Patings
X2  2 2  D2  E2  F2  u2 H2  12 2 2

D1c E2
CE

U G'A

L 1

A2 ()
B2  .71 ()
C2  .79 .44 ()
D .61 .63 .79 ()

s 2  .60 .63 .S3 .58 C)
SF 2  .54 .55 .67 .68 .65 ()
L G .34 .34 .47 .55 .57 .55 ()
F H1 .82 .46 .89 .79 .72 .52 .69 ()

1 2 .42 .34 .00 .39 .04 .16 .09 .42 ()k .61 .63 .70 .79 .59 .53 .33 .68 .31 C )
.83 .73 .79 .66 .55 .59 .34 .71 .14 .73 ()
.85 .76 .87 .86 .77 .80 .62 .90 .47 .82 .85 ()

A3  .22 .15 .11 -.04 .16 -.23 .17 .38 .27 .29 .19
B .33 I .25 .42 .38 .06 .38 .71 .28 .39 .36 .42
C3  .35 M*243 .2 .08 .07 -.12 -.09 .49 .38 .20 .10 .16
D .04 -.51 .14 M -.11 -.06 -.15 .10 -.02 .04 .04 -.03

P .14 .05 .24 .29 M2 .33 .21 .24 -.38 .23 .32 .28
E .05 -.03 .06 .04 .01 M .02 -.02 -.17 .13 .25 .09
E G3  .05 .03 -.17 -.23 -.06 -.05 E] .09 -.12 -.06 .16 -.06
R .10 -.15 .23 .04 -.16 .06 q - . -.17 -.02 .29 .03

-.24 -.33 -.03 -.07 -.35 -.12 -.40 -.74' -.12 .20 -.27
.22 -.08 .07 -.13 -.12 -. 04 -. 33 .10 .23 ! 1 .09 .01
.04 -. 15 .06 -.15 -.24 -.13 -.40 -.12 -.15 .00 cm -.11

L3  .14 -.17 .15 -.02 -. 46 .05 -.18 .11 -. 09 .11 .25

A4  IN .37 .17 .29 .32 .11 .24 .61 .75 .51 .47 .37
A B4  .59 M .49 .70 .63 .53 .57 .65 .58 .61 .72 .71
L C4  .07 -. 35 8 r -. 10 -. 19 .19 .33 .24 .30 .02 .10
T D4  .26 .05 .31 .20 .23 .35 .58 .64 .54 .37 .40

E .68 .4 .58 . 65 .62 .70 -.62 .41 .65 .71
s F4  .07 .31 .13 .37 .48 .61 .22 -.05 .32 .17 .37
u .33 .32 .10 -.04 .46 _( .62 .41 .19 .43 .30
p H .68 .31 .60 .32 .39 .30.5 7 .77 .30 .62 .SO
E 1 4 .05 .12 .18 .53 .51 .37 .64 .68 .43 .61 .63
R 1.4 .03 -.02 -.01 .01 .02 .09 .19 .23 ."5 M .00 .12

K 4  .09 -.10 -.06 -.20 .15 -.16 .12 .32 .39 .11 M .02
.44 .29 .33 .31 .54 .34 .57 .77 .50 .48 .49
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- Peer Ratinas
A3  B3 C3  D3  £-3 F3  G3 '3  3 J3  K L3

A,
A D1

c 
•l

CE

L
F

A 2

c2

()

S E

L G2

12

B .57 .)
2 .55 .55 C

56 .61 .78 ()
p 3  46 .61 .48 .55 C)
E 53 .59 .26 .49 .68 ()E .50 .57 .51 .52 .48 .58 ()
R 55 .64 .50 .73 .54 .51 .42 ()

.53 .66 .75 .76 .59 .54 .52 .87 ()
.60 .52 .72 .63 .41 .50 .62 .52 .59 C )
.52 .35 .66 .62 .50 .46 .36 .58 .77 .65 ( )
.72 .77 .80 .86 .73 .71 .69 .82 .88 .80 .79 ()

A ' .34 .25 .30 .35 .08 .16 .33 .50 .03 .32 .31
A B4 .45 . .37 .29 .60 .33 .53 .43 .57 .16 .30 .54
L C4  .31 .19 .49 .51 .47 .27 .20 .46 .36 .37 .48 .49
T D .59 .41 .49 ( .S .30 .32 .43 .59 .44 .59 .63
- E4  .30 .29 .25 .35 71 .28 .30 .50 .21 .03 .14 .42
S F 4  .34 .39 .16 .39 .63 [ ] .30 .62 .23 .07 .14 .46
U G .56 .59 .35 .45 .49 .44 ".. .72 .75 .39 .30 .63
P H .58 .49 .70 .52 .47 .19 .61 0) .56 .52 .55 .69
E .30 .41 .39 .20 .46 .13 .24 .11 5 .15 .38 .39

R 14 .43 .18 .61 .64 .40 .23 .52 .44 .44 j~J .51 .63
K .43 .28 .65 .62 .43 .23 .34 .44 .47 m .61

.52 .54 .55 .59 .67 .37 .47 .70 .68 .38 49
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TABLE L.1--Continued

A4  B4 74  D4  E4  F4  G4  N4 14 J4  Y-4  L4

A,
B 1

A D

TF
U G
A4

Ji

A2
B 2
C2

L 2

L2

t3

A4  (
AE 4  .0 (

A ! 4  .720 5 .6 (

E- .36 .54 .32 .40 (
S F 4  .49 .62 .33 .34 .50 (
U 04 .62 .64 .34 .61 .54 .51 (
P H14 .54 .52 .43 .70 .60 .19 .71. (
E 1 4 .74 .7S .47 .75 .47 .48 .57 .73 (
R 1 .42 .30 .60 .83 .29 .49 .49 .53 .44 (

S4 .6 .42 .55 .74 .41 .4S .61 .62 .69 .66
.7s .72 .65 .83 .68 .66 S80 .80 .84 .71 .8 ()

Woe: Validlty Diawal
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